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bseu altered by the retirement of Mr. Justice Norrn, and they, | appointment made at least a week ayo. 


Whether the delay is 


will be as follows: Mr. Justice Cozzns-Harpy will take his | to be attributed to Mr. Justice Norru in retiring, or to the 
Witness List fur the fortnight begianing on Tuesday, the 16th | Lord Chancellor in appointing his successor, is immaterial. It 
of January, and will sit continuously (Mondey, the 22nd of should not have happened at all; and it is to be hoped that such 
January excepted) uvtil Saturday, the 27th of January; Mr. | indifference to the interests of both suitors and practitioners will 
Justice Srretine will take his Witness List for the fortnight | never he shewn again. 


beginning on Tuesdav, the 23rd of January, and sit continuously 
(Monday, the 29th of January, excepted) until Saturday, the 3rd 
of February ; Mr. Justice Kexewicn will take his Witness List 





Tue Mixitra Act, 1882, provides that certain sections of the 


on the days announced in the Daily Cause List; Mr. Justice | Army Act, 1881, shall apply to the ealistment of recruits for the 


Byrne will take his Witness List for the fortnight beginning on | Militia. 


Tuesday, the 30th of January, and sit continuously (Monday, 
the 5th of February, excepted) until Saturday, the 10th of 
February. 





Iv THE commENTs which have been made in the daily press on 
the appointment of Mr. Justice Buckey as the successor to Sir 
Forp Norra, perhaps the most remarkable circumstance is the 
notion, which some of the writers have put forward, that it will 
have a happy effect upon the reform and administration of 
company law. It does not seem to have occurred tu our 
contemporaries that Mr. Justice Bucktey, as an ordinary 
judge of the Chancery Division, will have no special connec- 
tion with company law, and it is just as well that this 
should be so, Experts in particular branches of law are doubt- 
lees valuable in their proper sphere, but the qualities of an 
expert are not those which are chiefly needed on the bench. The 
judicial qualities of the new judge are somewhat difficult to 
predict, but he has had a distinguished career at the bar, and 
after all this is the best training for a judge. 





Tue secret of Mr. Justice Norrn’s resignation was un- 
commonly well kept. There is reasoa to believe that the learned 
judge contemplated taking this step before the close of the last 
Long Vacation, but fur some reason or other it was delayed. 
The profession, who were reluctant to lose an experienced and 
thoroughly efficient judge, hoped that the postponement might 
be sine die. This hope, however, has been frustrated, and 
quite suddenly we leara that we have seen the last of Sir Forp 
Nort on the bench. It is characteristic enough of the man 
that, after nearly twenty years’ service, in the course of which 
he has obtained the entire confidence of the profession as a 
profound lawyer and an able and careful judge, he should 
have retired without affording any opportunity for the 
public farewell and expression of regret and esteem which a 
vainer man would have courted. His disappearance will not be 
the less regretted, and one cannot but consider with some anxiety 
the fact that no fewer than three of the exceptionally able men 
who two years ago adorned the Chancery bench have been lost 
to it. Let us hope that Sir Forp Norrn’s services will be 
obtained in the Judicial Committee, which stands much in need 
of strengthening. 





THE QUITE unnecessary inconvenience to both suitors and 
titioners caused by the delay, until the very eve of the 
haelmas sittings, of the appointment of Mr. Justice Farwet. 
is still fresh in the recollection of everyone, and it is much to be 
regretted that the very next appointment of a Chancery judge 
should be made with a similar disregard to general convenience. 
Only on Wednesday last, the day before the commencement of 
the Hilary sittings, was the retirement of Mr. Justice Nortu 
and the appointment of Mr. Bucxtey, Q.C., to be his successor, 
publicly announced. Too strong a protest can hardly be entered 
against such unnecessary delay. It is not only on account of 
the expense, trouble, and hurried confusion cdused by the 
necessary return by Mr. Bucxtey of briefs, papers, and retainers, 
and the more than probable injustice actually done to suitors, 
who can only now obtain the services of another leader at far 
too short a notice, but the profession are actually without an 

means of ascertaining where the new judge will sit, what wor 

will be taken by him, whether any particular case will come 
before him, or who will be the leaders who will practise in his 
court. All, or nearly all, of this difficulty and injustice might 
have been easily obviated by a proper announcement of the new 


One of these sections makes a would-be recruit liable, 
on summary conviction, to a punishment not exceeding three 
months’ imprisonment for giving a false answer to any question 
formally put to him by the attesting justice before whom he is 
brought for enlistment. It is reported in the newspapers that 
three youths recently tried to enlist ia a militia regiment, each 
of whom was below the statutory age for a recruit. Each 
of them, therefore, gave a false answer to the question as to age 
put to them by the attesting justice; but the untruth was 
discovered, and they were charged under the Army Act with 
giving a false answer. They were convicted of this offence, 
and the justices of Halifax sent them to prison for one 
month. In the present state of patriotic enthusiasm, it is 
pardonable to say that some indulgence might, without danger 
to the country, be shewn to those whose only offence is over- 
eagerness to serve their country. Imprisonment for a month 
(or for any substantial time) will, under the circumstances, 
probably appear to most persons an unreasonable exercise of 
severity. It is to be hoped that the Home Secretary will take 
prompt action in the matter, and not keep these young fellows 
in prison, if inquiry shews that the newspaper reports are 
correct. 





In THE cAsE of Re Newell and Nevill’s Contract (1900, 1 Ch. 
90) Kexewicna, J., has held that a tenant for life is not enabled 
under his statutory power of leasing to grant a building lease 
with a reservation of minerals. In the case of sales of settled 
land the inconvenience of not being able to reserve the minerals 
was recognized by the Confirmation of Sales Act, 1862 (now section 
44 of the Trustee Act, 1893), and such reservations were allowed, 
both retrospectively and for the future, where the sale was made 
under a power of sale which did not actually forbid it. Similarly, by 
section 17 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, a sale under the statutory 
power can be made either with or without an exception or reser- 
vation of mines and minerals, aad the section extends also to a 
mining lease. But thereis no corresponding provision with respect 
to other leases, and as to these the rule applies that the lease 
must be of the entire rights over the land. Upon the same 
principle a lease of right of sporting was held to be invalid in 
Dayreli v. Hoare (12 A. & E. 356), where there was a power to 
lease the settled land or any part thereof. The demise, said 
Litttepate, J., must be of the whole which covers the part 
demised. So the Settled Land Act, 1882, enables a lease to be 
made of the settled land ‘‘or any part thereof,” but, as Kexe- 
wicn, J., has held, the part thus separately demised must be divided 
from the rest vertically and not horizontally. “‘ The phrase ‘any 
part thereof,’’’ said the learned judge, ‘“‘ must be taken in its 
ordinary sense—that is, so many square feet of surface, and the 
whole of that part is not demised if the minerals are excepted.” 
Under section 13 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, a relaxation is 
allowed when a tenant for life is accepting a surrender of a lease, 
and a distinction may then be made between the land and the 
minerals. But in all ordinary cases of leasing under the statute 
it seems to be essential that the mines should go with the land. 


In HIS RECENT address to the Scots Law Society Mr. Hatpang, 
Q.C., made some interesting suggestions for the renovation of 
the two branches of our Final ‘lribunal—the House of Lords 


and the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. A half- 


hearted attempt to infuse colonial blood into the Judicial Com- 
mittee was made by the Judicial Committee Amendment Act, 
1895, and under that Act Sir Samvet Srrone, Caief Justice of 
Canada, Sir Henry De Vittrers, Chief Justice of Cape Coluny, 





and Sir Samuer Way, Ohief Justice of South Australia, were 
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appointed members of the Judicial Committee. Excellent 

rtraits of these eminent judges, with sketches of their careers, 
will be found in the current number of the Journal of the Society 
of Comparative Legislation. But the Legislature in arranging for 
this extension of membership of the Judicial Committee, omitted 
to make any provision as regards salary, and the colonies, while 
ready enough to assist the mother country in other directions, 
have not volunteered to make good ths omission. Till this has 
been done, there is small chance of the committee being 
effectively recruited from the colonies. Mr. Hatpanex’s proposal 
is to give to the colonial representatives a sufficient but moderate 
salary from the Imperial exchequer, leaving it to the colonies 
whom they represent to make up the salaries to an amount 
sufficient to maintain the dignity and importance of the position. 
Colonial representation being thus placed upon an effective 
basis, Mr. Hatpane would go a step further, and make the 
colonial members of the Judicial Committee life lords as 
well, and so enable them to sit in the House of Lords. This 
would be equivalent to uniting the two tribunals into a 
single final Court of Appeal which, as occasion might require, 
could sit in two branches. When the time comes for any 
such thorough reorganization it may be well also to change 
certain other matters which detract from the efficiency of these 
tribunals. It is worthy of consideration whether both the 
Houre of Lords, as constituted for judicial purposes, and the 
Judicial Committee should not put off the pretence of being mere- 
ly political bodies, dealing only incidentally with the administra- 
tion of justice, and take their proper place among our courts of 
law, adopting in their proceedings the ordinary forms of courts 


of justice, 





Tue town of Bournemouth has very recently been con- 
stituted a borough with its own court of quarter sessions, 
and very few prisoners have as yet been tried before the first 
recorder of the borough. ‘Two were in the calendar for trial at 
the quarter sessions this week, and one was duly seen in the 
deck. As to the other prisoner, however, who was a female, a 
telegram was received from a warder in these words: ‘“ Prisoner 
Fraser has escaped—sorry.” It appears she was being taken 
by train from Winchester to Bournemouth for trial, and while 
waiting at Winchester station, she was allowed to enter a 
lavatory. That was the last the two wardresses or the warder in 
charge of her saw, as she escaped through a window. Now 
where a person is in lawful custody on a charge of felony, as 
was this woman, it is a misdemeanour at common law to escape, 
and the punishment is fine or imprisonment. If she is caught, 
therefore, this clever person may be indicted for the mis- 
demeanour, She will not, however, be indictable at Bourne- 
mouth for this offence, as it was not committed within the limits 
of that borough. It is also an indictable offence in the officer 
having charge of a prisoner to allow that prisoner to escape 
either through negligence, or voluntarily. Of course, we 
do not in this case make any kind of suggestion that any 
officer was either negligent or worse. If, however, an officer 
is indicted for negligently suffering a prisoner to escape, it is 
not necessary for the prosecution to prove any negligence. 
Negligence is presumed from the mere fact of the escape, and if 
the officer wishes to secure an acquittal, the burden of proof is 
upon him to shew that he was not guilty of any negligence. 
To voluntarily allow a prisoner to escape is a very serious crime 
indeed. It does not seem to be dealt with by statute, but, 
according to the authorities, it amounts to the same kind of 
offence, and is punishable in the same degree, as the offence of 
which the prisoner is guilty. He cannot, however, be thus 
punished until the escaped prisoner has been convicted, though 
he may be fined and imprisoned as for a misdemeanour before 
such conviction. If» prisoner escape out of a prison by actually 
breaking the prison, he is guilty of the offence of prison breach. 
This offence is a felony if the prisoner is guilty of treason or 
felony, otherwise it is only a misdemeanour. 


TuerE wave been several cases recently in which the question 
of the devolution of the benefit and denies of a covenant tying 


& public-house to a particular firm of brewers has been con- | y 


sidered, and to these must now be added the decision of 





Kexewicu, J., in John Brothers Brewery v. Holmes (ante, p. 132). 
‘lo speak only of circumstances relevant to the present point, a 
second mortgage of a leasehold hotel was granted by subdemise 
in September, 1891, toa firm of brewers, and by a separate deed of 
even date the mortgagor covenanted with the brewers, their 
executors, administrators, or assigns, that he, the mortgagor, 
his executors, administrators, and assigns, so long as he or 
they should continue in ion of the hotel, would take 
certain beers solely from the brewers. In 1896 the person then 
entitled to the leasehold interest, subject to the mortgages, 
granted a sub-lease for nine years to the defendant Hormezs. 
At the time of taking his underlease Hotmzs had full notice of 
the covenant by which the house was intended to be tied to the 
brewers. In 1895 the brewers transferred their business to the 
plaintiff company, to whom the mortgage security of September, 
1891, was also transferred. The defendant continued to pur- 
chase beer from the company till November, 1898, but then 
ceased to do so, and to the action which was brought to restrain 
him from selling beer obtained elsewhere he raised the cefences 
(inter alia) that he was only bound to purchase his beer from the 
firm and the firm was no longer in existence, or that since he 
was only a sub-lessee, the covenant was not binding upon him. 
The first contention, however, does not seem to be maintainable 
in the face of the authorities. Where the covenant is with a 
firm and their successors in business it has been held that the 
benefit of it does not pass to assigas who are not carrying on 
the same business (Doe v. Reid, 10 B. & O. 849), but there 
seems to be no ground for saying that assigns of the business 
will not be entitled to enforce the covenant simply because the 
words “‘ successors in business” have not been used. The word 
“assigns,” indeed, is more effective than ‘‘successors,”’ 
and the benefit of a covenant with the landlords passes 
upon a sale of the reversion toa different firm of brewers: 
Clegg v. Hands (38 W. R. 433, 44 Ch. D. 503), Here the 
covenant was with the brewers and their assigas, and the 
assigns were also the successors in trade, so that the covenant 
had effectually passed to the plaintiff company. With regard 
to the second point, it is noteworthy that Kexkewicn, J., held 
the defendant to be bound by the covenant notwithstanding that 
he was only a sub-lessee. Upon the true construction of the 
covenant the learned judge considered it to be binding on every 


one claiming under the mortgagor. 








THE PRESUMED RELEASE OF RESTRICTIVE 
COVENANTS. 


Ir is an easy matter to impose restrictive covenants, but 
although the object of the restriction may have passed away, 
or breaches of the covenants may have been permitted, it is by 
no means so easy to say when the covenants may be regarded as 
being at an end. Hitherto the leading case as to the poo 
tion of a release of the covenant has been Gibson v. Doeg (2 H. 
& N. 615), but the authority of this case has now been usefully 
strengthened by the recent decision of FarwE tt, J., in Hepworth 
v. Pickles (1900, 1 Ch. 108), the report of which also incorporates 
the previously unreported decision to the like effect of Romer, J., 
in Downie v. Summerson, 

In Gibson v. Doeg, a lease made in 1822 contained a covenant 
on the part of the lessee that he would not, without the consent 
of the lessor, carry on upon the demised premises any trade or 
business, nor convert the dwelling-houses into a shop, nor 
suffer the same to be used for any purpose other than as 
dwelling-houses. The lease was for a term of 54 years. One 
of the dwelling-houses was converted into a public-house and a 
grocery shop, and the lessor, with full knowledge of this, for 
more than twenty years received the rent, The purchaser of 
the reversion subsequently took objection to the breach of 
covenant and brought ejectment, but it was held that under the 
circumstances a licence of a nature to justify the user of the 
premises was to be presumed. The judgment of the Court of 
Exchequer (Porzock, O.B., and Bramwett, Warson, and 
Cuannett, BB.) was given by the Chief Baron. Where a 
breach of covenant, he said, has continued for upwards of twenty 
ears, and, with full knowledge of it, rent has been from time to 
time received, that fact may be left to the jury to say whether 
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they will not presume a licence, and he added that it would be 
strange if a jury might presume a grant from upwards of twenty 
years’ user, and yet not be at liberty to presume a licence. ‘ It 
is a maxim of the law of England to give effect to everything 
which appears to have been established for a considerable course 
of time, and to presume that what has been done was done of 
right, and not in wrong.” And the learned judge carried the 
maxim £0 far as practically to take the question out of the hands of 
the jury. ‘It is not necessary,” he added, “in point of form, 
to send the case to a jury to find the facts which the judge may 
tell them they ought to presume.” 

In Downie v. Summerson (1900, 1 Ch. D., p. 112, note) the cir- 
cumstances were similar. Certain leasehold premises had been 
sold under an order of the court, and upon an application by the 
purchaser that she might be relieved from her purchase, it 
appeared that the premises, together with other premises, were 
held under a lease from the Corporation of Newcastle, which 
contained a clause of forfeiture if the premises should at any 
time be used as an inn, alehouse, or spirit shop. The evidence 
shewed that the premises had, with the knowledge of the 
corporation, been uninterruptedly used as a public-house for 
upwards of thirty years, and were so used at the time of the 
sale. Romer, J., held that, under these circumstances, it was 
the inevitable conclusion that there had been a licence, 
and a binding licence, from the corporation to the lessees 
to use the premises as a public-house, or else that there 
had been a release of the condition so far as it 
affected the premises in question. And after referring 
at length to the judgment of Pottocx, C.B., in Gibson v. Docg, 
from which we have already quoted, he held that it was 
impossible that the corporation could raise a claim to re-enter, 
or could for a moment attempt to prevent the house from being 
further carried on as a public-house. 

The two cases above referred to turned upon covenants as 
between lessor and lessee, but, as the decision in Hepworth v. 
Pickles (supra) shews, the same considerations are applicable 
when the covenant is between vendor and purchaser. In 
1874 land was conveyed by one Prizsrwan to Hanrrt.ey, 
and the conveyance contained a covenant by Harriry that 
no dwelling-house, shop, or other building to be erected on 
the land should be_used for the sale of beer, wine, or spirits, 
or for eny other purpose than a dwelling-house, shop, or out- 
building. In September, 1898, the plaintiff, who was a grocer 
and brewer, entered into a contract with the defendant, who 
derived title under Harrury, for the purchase from him of a 
dwelling-house and shop which had been erected on part of the 
land in question, and which were then being used as a grocer’s 
shop, with an off-licence for the sale of beer and spirits attached 
to it. Previously to entering into the contract the pur- 
chaser was informed of the licence and was told that it was 
in full force, but the existence of the restrictive covenant 
was not discovered until the delivery of the abstract. Upon 
making the discovery the purchaser declined to complete 
and brought the action for rescission of the contract and 
return of his deposit. It appeared, however, from the evidence 
that for an uninterrupted period of twenty-four years 
beer and spirits had been sold on the premises, and upon the 
authority of the above cases Farwewt, J., held that the 
covenant was no longer binding. The learned judge found as a 
fact that very shortly after the date of the conveyance in 1874 
beer, and, after a short interval, spirits, were sold at the shop, 
and that this had ever since been openly done. Upon the 
authorities he stated the rule of law to be that, if there has been 
a long course of usage which is wholly inconsistent with the 
continuance of the covenant relied on, the court will infer some 
legal proceeding which has put an end to the covenant in order 
to shew that the usage has been and is now lawful and not 

wrongful. 

In the case of lessor and lessee it is in general only the lessor 
who can sue on the covenant, and hence, if it can be shewn that 
the lessor was aware of the breach, and nevertheless went on 
receiving his rent, there is a conclusive presumption that a licence 
has been given or that the covenant has been released, notwith- 
standing that the breach is in its nature a continuing one, and is 
not therefore waived bythe mere receipt of rent. In acase between 


as there are frequently other purchasers who are entitled to the 
benefit of the covenant, and it may not be possible to brin 
home directly to each one knowledge of the acts alleged to bea 
breach. It appears, however, from the judgment of Farwe t, J, 
in Hepworth vy. Pickles that the evidence of such knowledge is not 
required in a case where the user has been open and notorious, 
Where the user consequently has been of this nature, and has 
lasted for not less than twenty years, it appears to be safe to act 
upon the presumption that all parties entitled to enforce the 
covenant have waived their right to do so. 








STAMPING HIRE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS. 


WE print elsewhere a letter from a correspondent, to whom we 
are obliged for pointing out an error into which we fell recently 
in applying the decision of the Court of Appeal in Helby v. 
Matthews (1894, 2 Q. B. 262) to the case of the liability of hire- 
purchase agreements to stamp duty (43 Soxrcrrors’ JouRNAL, p. 
757). The note to which our correspondent refers was obviously 
written in forgetfulness that J/e/by v. Dlatthews was reversed by 
the House of Lords (1895, A. C, 471) and the judgment of Lord 
Esner, M.R., of which we made use, was, in fact, inapplicable. 
But while we were wrong in suggesting upon this ground a 
doubt as to the liability to stamp duty of hire-purchase agree- 
ments in general, without regard to their exact nature, yet 
it seems to be correct to say that in certain cases such agree- 
ments are exempt, and as the point is of some practical 
importance, it may be useful to point out the distinction between 
the two classes of agreement. ; 

It is familiar that the exemptions from agreement stamp duty 
include any “‘ agreement, letter, or memorandum made for or 
relating to the sale of any goods, wares, or merchandize.”” There 
is no corresponding exemption in the case of a lease of chattels. 
Indeed, it seems that for the purpose of the Stamp Act such a 
lease is not regarded as feasible (Jones v. Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue, 1895, 1 Q. B., 484), and an instrument of hiring is 
not the subject of separate treatment. The question is, there- 
fore, whether a hire-purchase agreement is to be treated as an 
agreement for hire or an agreement for sale. If the latter, then 
it falls within the exemption, and is free from duty; if the 
former, the exemption does not apply, and it must be stamped 
as an ordinary agreement. As to the nature of the agreement, 
there appear to be no reported cases in the High Court which 
have been decided directly upon the Stamp Act, but some 
guidance is to be found from the cases which have arisen under 
section 9 of the Factors Act, 1889. That section provides that 
where a person who has agreed to buy goods obtains possession 
of the goods with the consent of the seller, the delivery 
of the goods by that person under the circumstances specified in 
the section confers a good title on the receiver. Wherever, 
then, there is an instrument under which a person has agreed to 
buy within the meaning of this section there must equally be a 
sale for the purpose of the Stamp Act, and the instrument is 
exempt from duty. If, on the other hand, there is no agreement 
to buy within section 9 of the Factors Act, the instrument may 
also fail to come within the exemption in the Stamp Act. In 
Lee vy. Butler (1893, 2 Q. B. 318) it was held that under a hire- 
purchase agreement the hirer had agreed to buy, and con- 
sequently such an agreement as was there in question does not 
require to be stamped. In Helby v. Matthews (supra) it was 
held that the agreement was one of hiring only, and the result 
for the purpose of the Stamp Act would probably be the same. 
The distinction between the two cases is very simple. In 
each there was a hiring agreement, and in each the owner of 
the goods bound himself in certain events to allow the property 
in the goods to pass to the hirer. But in the one case the hirer 
did, and in the other he did not, come under a corresponding 
obligation to complete the purchase and pay for the goods. In 
Ice v. Butler there were only two hire instalments specified, 
the first of £1 and the second of £96 4s., and the hirer agreed 
to pay both the instalments on specified dates; and the owner 
agreed that, upon the stipulations of the agreement being 
performed, the goods should become the property of the hirer. 





vendor and purchaser the matter may not be so clear, inasmuch 


The Court of —_ had no hesitation in holding that by this 
agreement the hirer had agreed to buy within the meaning of 
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section 9 of the Factors Act, 1889. Both Lord Esner, M.R., and 
Kay, L.J., spoke of the section as being designed to cover such 
a transaction, and Bowen, L.J., agreed. In Helby v. Matthews, 
however, this obligation was not imposed on the hirer. The 
hiring instalments were defined, and on the full payment of a 
certain number of instalments, the chattel—a piano—was to 
become the absolute property of the hirer; but the hirer was 
under no obligation to continue the payments, and the agreement 
expressly provided that he might terminate the hiring by 
Sieuing up the piano to the owner. Lord Esurr, M.R., 
treated this as being in substance an agreement by one party to 
sell and by the other party to buy, with an option for the 
purchaser to change his mind and terminate the contract in the 
manner specified. But the House of Lords declined to see any 
agreement to buy where no obligation to buy was imposed on 
the guasi-purchaser. ‘‘I cannot think,” said Lord Herscue.t, 
in criticizing Lord Esuzr’s judgment, “ that an agreement to 
buy, ‘if he does not change his mind,’ is any agreement to buy 
at all in the eye of the law.”” And Lord Herscuetx pointed out 
the distinction between the case before him and Lee v. Butler 
(supra), where there was an absolute obligation to pay for the 


goods. 
The words in the Factors Act are ‘‘ agreed to buy” and in the 
Stamp Act they are an “agreement . . . relating to the 


sale of any goods.” It may therefore be argued with some 
plausibility that, since the owner is bound to sell, there is an 
agreement relating to sale for the purpose of the Stamp Act, 
although for want of an obligation on the part of the hirer to 
complete there is no agreement to buy for the purpose of the 
Factors Act. But the argument has still to be tested by the 
High Court, and for practical purposes it must be taken that 
ahire-purchase agreement such as that in Helby v. Iatthews 
requires a stamp, while one similar to that discussed in Le v. 
Butler is exempt from duty. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF REAL PROPERTY. 


Mopern Lanp Law. By Epwarp Jenks, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law, Reader in English Law in the University of Oxford. 
Clarendon Press. 

This work constitutes an important addition to the existing books 
treating of the law of real property. It is impossible entirely to 
sever the consideration of the present law under that head from the 
ancient law out of which it has been developed, but as far as possible 
Mr, Jenks has done this, and his work, which is primarily intended 
for students, gives a comprehensive survey of the law relating to 
land now in operation which is well worth the attention of 
professional readers. In his preface Mr. Jenks is, perhaps, a little hard 
upon other writers of text-books and upon the profession generally. 
“By the practitioner,” he says, “‘anything that savours of method is too 
often regarded with suspicion ; but the author hopes to be able to con- 
vince even the practitioner that it is easier, and therefore speedier, to 
consult a book based upon a logical arrangement than a work in 
which a mass of information is heaped up in the traditional style.” 
We are, as our opening remarks have shewed, quite ready to give 
Mr. Jenks credit for the ability and industry which he has brought 
to bear on his task, but we doubt whether he is entitled to speak of 
his book as being unique in its attempt at orderly arrangement, and 
while the average text-book may still be far from perfect, it has to 
be remembered that the labour of marshalling for professional use 
the host of authorities on any important branch of law is in some 
respects far heavier than the task of dealing with the comparatively 
few cases upon which the principles which Mr. Jenks expounds are 


Moreover, though we have no fault to find with Mr. Jenks’ 
arrangement of his subject, it may be noticed that it depends, not so 
much upon logical considerations, as upon the nomenclature of 
English real property law. At the outset he has to struggle with 
the unsatisfactory distinction between corporeal and incorporeal 
hereditaments, and while he sees, of course, that each class of 
hereditaments are rights simply, yet he finds it necessary to follow 
the distinction, with the result that such totally different matters as 
future estates, equitable interests, and easements are classed together. 
The classification is merely theoretical, for, in fact, each subject is 
dealt with in a separate chapter—the subject of equitable interests, 
We may remark, being very lucidly explained—but the point 
illustrates the difficulty with which a writer has to contend who 
desires to treat English law upon scientific principles. In connection 
with the question of nomenclature, we may observe that the term 





“servitude” is used by Mr. Jenks to include easements and projits a 
prendre. This is a welcome innovation, since the two classes of rights 
are in most respects subject to the same considerations, and fall 
properly under the same head. But we doubt whether he is equally 
well advised in speaking of ‘ socage ” instead of freehold tenure. 

Of particular points in the book which have struck us as note- 
worthy for their clear exposition, we may refer to the statement of 
the mode in which leasehold interests were turned from contractual 
interests to estates (p. 74); the explanation of the mode 
in which trusts are allowed to be raised though there is 
no separate grantee to uses (p. 130); the statement of the law 
as to covenants running with the land (p. 324); the doctrines of 
tacking and consolidation (pp. 395, &c.), and the useful explanation of 
the successive limitations in settlements of real property (pp. 406, &c.). 
Attention may alsc be directed to Chapter XI., which contains a ve 
interesting collection of rules as to the limitation of estates in on’ 4 
In the chapter on title by occupation some points are not quite 
satisfactory—in particular, the mode of dealing with the effect of the 
Real Property Limitation Acts on tenancies from year to year and on 
tenancies fora term. Upon the question whether an adverse title 
can be gained by mere receipt of rent, Mr. Jenks, in suggesting that 
this cannot be done (p. 238), seems to have overlooked the important 
judgment of CAvE, J., in Carlton v. Bowcock (51 L. T. 659), where the 
possibility of acquiring a title in this manner was recognized and the 
necessary conditions were pointed out. But the book as a whole has 
been lucidly and carefully written. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Annual County Court Practice, 1900. Founded on Pollock and 
Nicol’s and Heywood’s Practices of the County Courts. In Two 
Volumes. Edited by Writt1Am Crcit Smyty, Q.C., Judge of 
County Courts, assisted by Wi~L1AM JAMES Brooks, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Law of Mines and Minerals. With an Appendix of Mining 
Precedents, fully Annotated with References to the Text, and # 
Glossary of English Mining Terms. By the late WrLL1AM Batn- 
BRIDGE, Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. By ARCHIBALD Brown, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 

The ‘Powers of Charge” of the Metropolitan Gas Companies. 
A History of the Question of Price in London from the Sivelestne 
of Gas Lighting to the Present Time. By Laurence W. 8. 
RostRon, Barrister-at-Law. With a Preface by GEORGE LIVESEY. 
Walter King. 

The Mycetozoa, and Some Questions which They Suggest. By 
the Right Honourable Sir Epwarp Fry and AGNEs Fry. Know- 
ledge Office. 

The Students’ Criminal and Magisterial Law, written specially for 
Candidates for the Final and Honours Examinations of the Law 
Society. By ALBERT Gibson, Solicitor, and ARTHUR WELDON, 
Solicitor. Third Edition. Law Notes Publishing Offices. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE STAMPING OF HIRE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS, 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—Referring to the paragraph in your issue of the 23rd of 
September last under ‘‘ Current Topics,” dealing with the decision of 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr as to the stamping of hire agreements, I beg 
to point out to you that the case of Helby v. Matthews, quoted by you 
bel relied on as bearing out the contention that the ordinary hire- 
purchase agreements come within section 9 of the Factors Act, 1889, 
is liable to create a false view, as on looking into the matter I find 
that the case of Helby v. Matthews was reversed on appeal to the 
House of Lords, and is reported in 1895, A.C. 471. Reading this 
case together with the case of Lee v. Butler (reported in 1893, 2 
Q. B. 318), I fail to see how the Inland Revenue Commissioners can 
arrive at the decision that hire-purchase agreements are exempt from 
duty. HERBERT A, MOORE. 
17, Tower Royal, Cannon-street, London, E.C., Jan. 6. 


[See observations in leader.—Eb. S.J.] 








It is stated that Mr. Skewes-Cox, M.P., has been confined to his bed 
for some days with an attack of influenza, but it is hoped that he will 
shortly be restored to health. 

It has been decided, says the St. James’s Gazette, that the Solicitor- 
General for Ireland, Mr. D. Barton, Q.C., M.P., is to have the vacant 
judgeship. It is thought probable that Mr. J. Campbell, Q.C., M.P., 
will have the Solicitor-Generalship, but if his seat is not considered safe 
Mr, Ronan, Q.C., will have the offer. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


GREENWOOD v. LEATHERSHOD WHEEL CO. No. 2. 
1ith, 12th, and 19th Dec. 


Company — Direcrors—Promorers—Prospectus—MIssTATEMENTS—ACTION 
BY SHAREHOLDER—RESCISSION AND REPAYMENT OF PurcHasE-Money— 
ComrENsATION oR DamacEs—Lianititry or Directors AND PRoMOTERS— 
FravupuLEntT MissTaTEMENT—INsUFFICIENT DiscLosuRE OF CONTRACTS OF 
Company —Errect or Watver Ciavse—Faritvre To SHew REASONABLE 
Beuter THAT STATEMENTS WERE TruE—Companizs Act, 1867 (30 & 31 
Vicr. c. 81), s. 38—Drirecrors’ Liasitiry Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 
64), s. 3, sUB-sECTION 1 (A). 


These were four appeals by the defendants against a decision of Keke- 
wich, J., holding the plaintiff entitled to rescission of his contract to take 
shares in the defendant company, to repayment of the purchase-money, 
and to damages, on the ground of misstatements in the defendant 
company’s prospectus. The prospectus also stated that a certain 
agreement dated the 5th of February, 1897, had been entered into by a 
trustee for the defendant company, and added that ‘‘there may be 
other agreements as to the formation of the company, the subscription to 
the capital, or otherwise, to none of which the company is a party, and 
which may technically fall within section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867. 
Sub cribers will be held to have had notice of all these contracts, and to 
bave waived ail right to be supplied with particulars of such contracts, and 
to have agreed with the company, as trustees for the directors and other 
per: ons liable, not to make any claims whatsoever or to take any pro- 
ce dings under the said section or otherwise in respect of any non-com- 
pliance therewith.’’ The plaintiff, having entered into a contract to take 
1,000 shares of £1 each in the defendant company, and having paid £1,000 
as the purchase-money, sought by this action to obtain, as against the 
company, rescission of the contract and repayment of the £1,000, on the 
ground of misstatements in the prospectus; and, as against the directors 
end the promote’, damages or compensation, on the three grounds (Ll) of 
fraudulent misstatements in the prospectus, (2) of non-compliance with 
the requirements of section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, by insufficient 
dis-losure of contracts entered into by or on behalf of the company, and 
(3) that, not having shewn that they had reasonable grounds for believing 
the rtatements in the prospectus to be true, the directors and tre promoter 
were, under section 3, sub-section 1 (a), of the Directors’ Liability Act, 
1890, lisble to compensate the plaintiff. Kekewich, J., held that the 
defendants bad not been guilty of actual fraud, but on all the other points 
decided in favour of the plaintiff. All the defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Linpiey, M.R., Jeung, P., and Romer, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linviey, M.R., stated the nature of the decision appealed from, and 
proceeded: That the prospectus was issued by the directors who are 
defendants, and that T. H. Lambert was a promoter, and that he took part 
in the preparation of the prospectus, are facts not now seriously contro- 
verted. The attempt to satisfy us that the plaintiff did not take shares on 
the faith of the prospectus wholly failed. ‘The only matters which affect 
the whole case, and which require attention, are the meaning of the 
prospectus, the belief of the defendants in its truth, and the grounds 
whica they had for that belief. The prospectus, in my opinion, is grossly 
misleading. [His lordship referred to the statements contained in 
it, and continued:] The statement is, in my judgment, untrue. This 
is not the first time m which a misleading statement has been judicially 
held to be untrue. [His lordship referred to Drinegbier v. Wood 
(47 W. R. 252; 1899, 1 Ch. 393, 407).] The principle is sound, and 
ought not to be open to question. 1t was contended that a state- 
ment in a prospectus is not untrue, within the meaning of section 3 
of the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890, unless that statement is untrue in 
the rerse in which it is used by those who issue the prospectus. This 
con‘ention is, in my opinion, quite inadmirsible. Considering the object 
«f a prospectus, and the object of that Act, the meaning which is 
imp Tiant is the m:aning which the prospectus conveys to those who 
reid it. The object of the Directors’ Piabiity Act, 1890, was to remove 
the defect in the law brought to light by the decision of the House 
of Lords in Derry v. Peek (14 A. C. 337), and to impose upon thore who 
issue prospectuses the duty to take reasonable care not to make untrue 
statements. This object would be very inadequately attained if the court 
held that a grossly misleading statement was not untrue within the 
meaning of the Act. As regards the care taken by the defendants not to 
make any untiue s'atement, the evidence shews that, although they took 
care to see that they had orders from the persons mentioned in the | 
prospectus, they tock uo care at all to see that the prospectus as a whole 
was not mi-jeading, which, as I have already said, in my opinion it clearly 
was. Upon the main part of the case the decicion of the learned judge 
was right, and the appeals fail. Une part of the order, however, affects 
Mr. T. H. Lambert alone, and it raises a very important question as to the 
effect of what are called ‘‘ waiver clauses ’’ on rection 38 of the Companies 
Act, 1867. The pro-pectus in this case omitted all reference to an 
important contract of the 3rd of December, 1896, by which Mr. T. H. 
Lambert was to obtain considerable benefits. There can be no doubt that 
this contract ought to have been disclosed in the prospectus. Mr. T. H. 
Lambert has been held to have infringed this section, and an order has 
becn made against him as to costs, of which he complains. The other 
directors apparently knew nothing of the contract in question, and no 
similar order was made against them. Kekewich, J.’s, view was that the 


was not sufficiently informed of what he was waiving. I am of the same 
opinion, but as this matter is one of great importance, I will 
state my reasons for my conclusion. The first part of section 38 
enacts that every prospectus of a company, and every notice invitin, 

persons to subscribe for shares, shall specify the dates and names of the 

arties to any contract entered into by the company, or the promoters, 
Sieschemn, or trustees thereof, before the iesue of such prospectus or notice, 
The second part of the section enacts that every prospectus or notice 
not specifying the same shall be deemed fraudulent on the part of 
the promoters, directors, and officers of the company knowingly issuing 
the same, as regards any person taking shares in the company on the 
faith of such prospectus, unless he shall have had notice of such contract. 
A prospectus, therefore, which does not comply with the first half of the 
section is to be deemed fraudulent, as between the persons issuing it, on 
the one hand, and all persons taking shares on the faith of it, cn the 
other, except only in one case—namely, if they have notice of the contract 
of which some particulars haveto be given in compliance with the first part of 
the section. Considering the manifest object of this ection, which is to com- 
pel the persons iesuing prospectuses to afford to persons invited to take shares 
the information required by the section, it is obvious that the words ‘‘ unless 
he shall have had notice of such contract’’ mean a great deal more than 
unless he shall have some vague information which, if followed up, will 
lead to such notice. Notice in the section means, not what is called 
“« constructive notice,’’ but actual notice, that is, notice which brings home 
to the mind of a reasonably intelligent and careful reader such knowledge 
as fairly, and in a business sense, amounts to notice of a contract. Any 
other construction would render the section perfectly useless. Again, 
what is to be deemed fraudulent is the prospectus as a whole. It may 
contain some true statements, but the introduction of these will not 
save the prospectus from being deemed fraudulent asa whole. The 
introduction into the prospectus of a tricky waiver clause, instead of 
preventing the prospectus from being deemed fraudulent, affords an 
additional reason for holding it to be eo in fact. The waiver clause 
in the prospectus of this company is, in my opinion, clearly tricky 
and fraudulent on the part of Mr. T. H. Lambert. It is printed in smal! 
print eo as to escape attention ; it is worded so as to conceal and not 
to afford notice of the contract of the 3rd of December, 1896, to which 
he (the promoter) was a party. The language “there may be contracts 
which perhaps ought to be referred to,’’ when it was perfectly well known 
to Mr. T. H. Lambert, at all events that there certainly was one which 
ought to have been d.sclosed, stamps the clau-e as tricky and dishonest, so 
far as heisconcerned. But thenit is eaid that the application for shares con- 
tains another waiver clause. But the application for shares refers to the 
prospectus, and was rent out with it, and the waiver clause in the applica- 
tion for shares is as tricky as the other, and is even worse by reason of the 
words ‘‘or otherwise,’’ which increases its scope beyond all reasonable 
bounds. I wish to guard myself against being supposed to go further 
than I intend. I have no doubt thata person who takes shares on the faith 
of a contract which is fraudulent at common law, or which is deemed to be 
fraudulent under section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, may elect to keep 
his share:, and may agree not to enforce his right to damages. But, in 
order to bind him by election or agreement, he must be fairly dealt with ; 
and his attention must be fairly drawn to the facts, or at all events to 
the existence of facts, which confer the rights which he elects or agrees 
not to enforce. I amaware that, owing to the wide language of section 38, 
there is sometimes practical difliculty in determining whether all contracts, 
which apparently come within it, are really such_as to require notice in a 
prospectus ; and to put ina long list of contracts, which no applicant for 
shares would care to know anything about, would frighten the public, and 
do no good to anyone. These difficulties have given rise to honest attempts 
to protect honest men by waiver clauses from the consequences of honest 
unintentional breaches of the law. General waiver clauses in prospectuses, 
applications for shares, articles of association, or other documents addressed 
to large numbers of persons are, however, always suspicious, and require 
careful scrutiny. When the court has to desl with an honest cace of the kind 
above mentioned the court will, I have no dcubt, be able to come to a just 
conclusion, and will, if necessary, upho!d the clause. On the present 
occasion we have no such case to deal with, Mr. T. H. Lambert, the 
promoter, has ingeniously endeavoured to shield himeelf from the conse- 
quences of concealing a contract to which he dared not allude, and his 
appeal, like the others, must be dismissed with costs. 

Jeune P., and Romer, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., 
Warrington, Q.C., and Hans Hamilton ; Buckley, Q.C., and 7. Wiles Chirty ; 
Bramwell Davis, QC., and Alexander; Edward Ford; Warmington, Q.U., 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Norman Craig. Souicrrors, Ashwell, Browning, § Tutin ; 
Maddisons ; Beyfus & Beyfus ; Blachford, Riches, § Norion. 
| Reported by R. C. Macxznziz, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


FRANKENBURG v. GREAT HORSELESS CARRIAGE CO. No. 2. 
19th Dec. 


Practice—JoinDex or DerenpANTS—ACTION AGAINST ComPAN y, Directors, 
AND Promorer—FravpuLent AND Myusieapina Prospecrus—O Lam 
AGAINST ComPANY FoR Rescisston or Conrracr To Take SHARES AND 
REPAYMENT OF PURCHASE-MONEY, AND AGAINST OTHER DéreNDANTS FoR 
Damacts—SgpraRaTE Action aGaAtinst Eacn Derrenpant, WHETHER 
NEcEssARY. 

This was an appeal by the plaintiff from the decision of Channell, J., at 
chambers, affirming the decision of the master, who had di-missed the 
action on the ground that in it the plaintiff, who sued in refpect of the 
issue of a misleading prospectus, joined claims against the defeudant com- 
pany and its promoter and directors to have the allotment of shares to the 





waiver clause could not avail Mr. T. H. Lambert, because the plaintiff 





plaintiff cancelled and the money he had paid for the shares returned, and 
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for damages. The plaintiff alleged that the prospectus contained important 
misrepresentations, and that it also concealed material facts which ought 
to have been disclosed. He further alleged that the misrepresentations and 
concealments were intentional and fraudulent on the part of the promoter 
and the directors. He claimed that the allotment of sbares to him should 
be cancelled and the money he had paid for the shares repaid to him, and 
also claimed, as against the promoter and the directors, damages for any 
loss he bad sustained. Among the defendants were the executors of a 
deceased person who had been both a promoter and a director. The 
master dismissed the action, holding that such a joining in one action of 
separate causes of action against separate defendants was contrary to the 
practice and ought not to be allowed. On‘appeal Channell, J., at chambers 
made an order that the action should be dismissed unless the plaintiff 
should within a limited time amend by striking out the names of the 
company and the executors of the deceased director as defendants. The 
plaintiff appealed to the Court of Appeal. 

Tur Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Linpizy, M.R., said: I confess that I was very much surprised indeed 
at finding that an action in this form had been summarily dismissed upon 
the purely technical grounds which have been urged before us. I must 
tay that, certainly ever since I have known anything about companies, I 
have unde’ that an action of this kind against a company and its 
directors and promoters was perfectly ae. It appears to me, indeed, 
that if this appeal were not to succeed, and if the order appealed against 
were to stand, the whole of the practice upon the Chancery side would be 
revolutionized, and substantial justice would be sacrificed to a wretched 
technicality. Let ussee what the point this case reallyis. Hereis an action 
brought by a gentleman against a company and its directors and promoter. 
For what? What is the whole dispute realiy about? Simply for 
relief to which the plaintiff claims to be entitled in respect of the 
conduct of the defendants in issuing a prospectus which contained certain 
untrue and misleading statements. That is the foundation of 
his whole claim. The relief he claims against the different defendants 
is various, but that is his one cause of action (in the wide sense 
of the term); for, apart from all technicalities, he says that all the 
defendants, company, and directors, and promoter, have, by issuing that 
misleading prospectus, been guilty of a breach of their duty or obligation 
towards him. Now, what conceivable injustice can be done, or what 
irregularity is committed, by bringing one action against all the persons 
who are ——— for that wrong? As against the company the plaintiff 
does not ask for damages, but asks for rescission of his contract to take 
1,000 shares and repayment of the purchase-money. If he gets that he 
will probably get all that he wants. But then, since, owing to tie 
pecuniary position of the company, he may not get it, he also claims 
damages egsinst the directors and the promoter, he therefore@seeks a 
different relief as against the several defendants; but to say that he ought 
to bring as many actions as there are defendants seems to me contrary 
to all principle. It would involve a practically unlimited multiplication of 
actions. In this case the plaintiff would have to bring seven actions. To 
say that he is obliged to do that because of some technical difficulty about 
joining parties in an action is to my mind an entire mistake. It is what, 
[ think, we ought not to say. In substance, the plaintiff has only one 
grievance, the iesue of this misleading prospectus —call it cauee of action or 
whatever you like—and one right of relief in respect of that one thing. I 
am startled and —- at finding that there can be any difficulty about 
it, and IT cannot help thinking that if the action had been Lesaghs 
in the Chancery Divirion we should never have heard of such an 
order or of this appeal. In my judgment the learned judge below 
misapplied the case of Gower v. Couldridge (45 W. R. 214; 1898, 1 
Q. B. 348). I do not at all quarrel with that case. What the 
cout then said was that if you had one cause of action against 
two persone, and also a perfectly distinct cause of action against 
ene of them, you could not join both those causes of action in one pro- 
ceeding. But there the issue of the prospectus was not the common 
ground of complaint against both defendants. As a matter of practice, it 
is a startling novelty that such an action as this should be summarily 
dismissed, and it would indeed be a most deplorable state of our practice 
and procedure if that could rightly be done. I know of no authority for 
doing that. There is one other point. As regards the executors of one 
of the defendants who is deceased there is, as it appears to me, a little 
difficulty. But, although there is a legal question of some difficul'y which 
will arise as to those parties, the court which tries the case can deal with 
the difficulty, and there is no reason that I can see why we should not let 
the ca e be tricd out. It may be disputed whether the deceased’s liability, 
which is a statutory liability, is one to which the maxim actio personalis 
moritur cum persond applies. I leave that question to be discussed when the 
case comes cn for trial. The appeal ought to be allowed, and the order 
made by Channell, J., discharged. 

Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounseL, C. A. 
Russell, Q.C., und Eustace Smith ; Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Arthur Sims ; 
A, Bremner ; G. H. Pollard; W. J. Disturnal; H.J. Turrell; J. F. P. 
Rawlinson, QC., and ©. Brook Little; Disturnal. Soxicrrors, George 
Trenam, fur Addleshaw, Warburton, § Co., Manchester; Ward, Bowie, § Co. ; 
Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; Church, Rendell, Todd, § Co. ; Fladgate § Co. ; 
Beyfus § Beyfus ; Steadman & Van Praagh. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. | 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
FARINA v. FICKERS. Cozens-Hardy, J. 12th, 13th, and 20th Dec. 


Conrract— REPRESENTATION—CONSIDERATION OF MARRIAGE—STATEMENT OF 
Inrention—Lerrer ny FatTHer or Bribe. 


late Mr. William Fickers a declaration that a letter written by the testator 
shortly before the marriage of the plaintiffs constituted a binding contract 
for valuable consideration to give (or leave) to Mrs. Farina, who was one of 
the testator’s daughters, in the events which happened, one eighth share 
of his net property ; and for consequential relief on that footing. In 1873 
Mr. Farina, a German subject resident at Cologne, made a proposal of 
marriage to Miss Eliza Fickers, which she accepted, subject to the approval 
of her father, the testator. In September, 1873, Mr. Farina wrote to the 
testator a letter which was not torthcoming at the trial. The testator 
replied in the same month by a letter addressed to Mr. Farina, the material 
part of which was as follows: ‘‘ You are, of course, aware that with my 
large family Eliza will have little fortune. She will have a share of what 
I leave after the death of her mother, who I wish to leave in a comfortable 
ae if I should leave her a widow.’’ This letter was kept by 
Mr. Farina, and is the one upon which the action was based. In February. 
1874, a marriage contract or settlement in German was executed in London. 
The only parties to it were Mr. Farina and Miss Fickers. The testator 
only appeared to testify his consent to the marriage, which took place the 
next day. The testator died in 1898, bequeathing Mrs. Farina a legacy of 
£2,000 only, and the residue of his estate among six of his other children 
equally. His wife had died previously. He left, including Mrs. Farina, 
eight children. The plaintiff claimed to be entitled to have a sum equal 
to one-eighth of the net estate, allowing for the £2,000. 

Dec. 20.—Cozens-Harpy, J.— Questions of this kind often come before 
the courts, and it is important to have regard to certain principles laid 
down as applicable to them. A mere representation that the writer intend- 
to do something in the future is not sufficient to entitle the person to whom 
it is made to obtain specific performance or damages, even if he has relied 
upon it. There must be a contract in order to entitle the party to obtain 
relief. This seems to be the result of the judgments in Hammersley v. De Biel 
(12 Cl. & Fin. 48), Jorden v. Money (5 H. L. Cas. 185), and Maddison v. 
Alderson (L. R. 8 App. Cas. 473). Next, I think that if the letter of the 
testator amounted to an offer by him which would become a contract ifand 
when accepted by Mr. Farina, I must presume that it was accepted, and 
that the marriage took place on the faith of this offer: Iuders v. Anstey 
(4 Ves. 501). I do not think that the mere fact that a settlement was 
executed by the husband, but not by the lady’s father, suffices to rebut 
this inference ; and Mr. Farina jealously kept the letter, and relied upon it 
as giving him some rights. But was it a contract, and was there a breach ? 
The plaintiffs say that the meaning and effect of the letter is that if 
Mr. Farina would make a settlement upon the daughter, he, the testator, 
would bind himself to leave her, subject only to the rights of his widow, 
and to his debts, an equal share with the other surviving children. Upon 
consideration I do not believe that that is the true effect of the letter. It 
is not, as in Hammersley v. De Bicl, ‘an arrangement’’ proposed by the 
father, and stated by him “to be sufficieut’’ for the husband ‘‘to act 
upon.’’ It is not, as in Laver v. Fielder (11 W. R. 245, 32 Beav. 1), a state- 
ment that the writer would adhere to a ‘‘ proposition’? previously made. 
I regard it as in no sense a proposal or offer, but rather as a representation 
that the testator was not in a position to make any proposal, or to give bis 
daughter anything at the time, but that he intended to give her something 
at his death. I do not regard it as an offer, resulting in a contract, by the 
testator. If, however, I am wrong in this view, it remains to consider 
whether there has been a breach. It has been argued that ‘‘my large 
family ’’ means “‘ my children,’’ and ‘‘a share’’ means ‘‘an equal share 
with my surviving children.”” I do not think so. The words are not 
‘* her share,” as in Laver v. Fielder. I think that ‘‘ share’ means “‘ some 
part.’’ The testator has given the lady £2,000, and has satisfied the con- 
dition, if any, imposed by the letter. Judgment for the defendants.— 
Ceunset, Warmington, Q.C., and P. 8. Stokes ; Astbury, Q.C., and Methold. 
Souicrrors, Parker, Garrett, § Holman ; Emmet § Co., for F. C. Gates, 


Worthing. 
. [Reported by Nevitie Tessvutt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ISAACS v. EVANS. Farwell, J. 18th Dec. 
ALLEGED Trust or Lanp—Sratute or Fraups, s. 4—Part PrerrorMance. 


Action to establish a trust of a lease of a gold mine in Wales. The 
plaintiff Thomas Evans claimed that he had taken part in the negotiations 
for the grant of the lease and of the Crown licence to dig for gold, both 
of which had in point of fact been made out in the name of the defendant 
only, and that he had also taken part in the working of the mine, and in 
fact that there was a partnership between him and the defendant Meredith 
Evans. The plaintiff Isaacs purported to be the assignee of the moiety of 
the lease which was alleged to be the property of the plaintiff Evans. ‘The 
defendant denied the existence of a partnership and pleaded the Statute 
of Frauds. The plaintiffs replied that acts had been done which were acts 
of part performance of the contract. It was argued on their behalf that 
there were two reasons why the Statute of Frauds did not apply—(1) there 
had been acts of part performance, and (2) the statute should not be 
allowed to be made an instrument of fraud. Parol evidence ought to be 
admitted: Forster v. Hale (3 Ves. 696, 5 Ves. 303). In the case of Caddick 
vy. Skidmore (6 W. R. 119; 2 De G. & J. 52) the property had been 
acquired before the partnership came into existence, and was never trust 
property. In support of the second point, Rochefoucauld v. Brustead (45 
W. R. 272; 1897, 1 Ch. 196) and Re of Marlborough, Davis v. Whitehead 
(42 W. R. 456; 1894, 1 Ch. 133), were cited. Fry on Specific Perform- 
ance, p. 270, shewed that it was not necessary to prove that the alleged 
acts of part performance could not be referred to any contract except 
that pleaded by the plaintiff. 

Farwe.t, J.—I should be very sorry to do what I have been asked to 
do, which would be about equivalent to repealing the Statute of Frauds. 
In my judgment you cannot get over the statute by merely using the 
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(5 Ves. 313-4) there was plenty of evidence from the books to shew that 
there was a partnership, and so to bring the case within the doctrine of 
resulting trust. This does away with the distinction attempted to be 
established between this case and Caddick v. Skidmore, which seems to me 
to be a binding authority. The other class of cases relied on is that of 
Rochefoucauld vy. Boustead, but these are all cases of trust, and here there is 
no trust unless and until the partnership is proved. The acts of part 
performance are not within the rule in such cases, which I take from the 
judgment of Cotton, L.J., in Britain v. Rossiter (27 W. R. 482, at p. 483; 
11 Q. B. D. 123, at p. 131), and similar remarks were made by Lord 
Selborne in the House of Lordsin Maddison v. Alderson (31 W. R. 820, 
at p. 821; 8 App. Cas. 467, at p. 480). I am certain that this is one of 
the class of cases in which the statute was meant to apply. Judgment 
for the defendant with costs.—Covnset, Badcock, Q.C., and EZ. Ford; 
Hughes, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, Thomas D. Jones, for D. Oswald 
Davis, Dolgelley ; Huntly § Son, for J. C. Hughes, Dolgelley. 
[Reported by J. F. Iszxiy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


ARMSTRONG v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Diy. Court. 16th Nov. 
and 2lst Dec. 


Merroro.is—Street—Buocks or Frats Forming QuaDRANGLE—CARRIAGE 
Drive In anp Rovnp—Lonpon Buitpine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. 
c. ccxt.), 8. 7. 


Special case stated by magistrates, raising the question whether the carriage- 
way proposed to be formed by the appellant would, when formed, be a street 
within the meaning of section 7 of the London Building Act, 1894. The 
appellant owned land adjoining a public carriage-way called the Grove, 
which communicated, by a carriage-way 15 feet wide, with the Highgate- 
road. No public right of way existed over the land in question, and the only 
access from any public way was from the Grove. There was a private right 
of way for foot passengers, through a gateway 3 feet in width in the 
boundary fence at the back of the land on to a public footpath in Parlia- 
ment-hill. The appellant had originally applied to the London County 
Council for their sanction to form and lay out a street for carriage traffic on 
his land, and it was intended that the street should run from the Grove 
through the site to, and should communicate with, the footway referred to 
upon Parliament-hill, Asa carriage-way it would have been a cul de sae. 
It was intended to be open and without gate or barrier at the Grove end. 
The respondents refused their sanction because the proposed street would 
net afford direct communication between the two streets formed and laid out 
for carriage traffic. Section 9 (4) of the Act of 1894 gave the respondents 
the right to refuse their sanction in such a case. ‘The appellant then went 
on with the making of the road and the magistrates convicted him upon an 
information charging the appellant with having commenced to form and lay 
out a street for carriage traffic without their sanction. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russexz, C.J., Bigham and Daruine, JJ.), having 
taken time to consider their judgment, held that under the circumstances 
the appellant had commenced to form and lay out a street within the 
——_e of section 7 of the Act of 1894, and as he did so without having 
obtained the sanction of the respondents, he had committed the offence of 
which he had been convicted. The authorities cited during the argument 
shewed that the decisions depended on the particular circumstances that 
arose in each case, and it was to be noted that the question of street or no 
street was uniformly treated in these cases as largely a question of fact. 
The decisions, except in the case of London County Jouncil v. Wood (189% 
64 L. J. M. C. 276), upheld the view taken by the magistrates, and in the 
opinion of the court that case was wrongly decided. This appeal, there- 
fore, failed, and would be dismissed with costs. —Counset, Macmorran, Q.C., 
and R. Cunningham Glen; Horace Avory and Daldy, Soutcrtors, Newman, 
Paynter, § Co.; W. A. Blaxland. 


| Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LOGSDON v. BOOTH. Div. Court. 17th Nov. and 21st Dec. 


Common Lopornc-Hovse — Cuanitaste Institution — Satvation Army 
SHELTER—NON-REGISTRATION—Common Lopcine Hovses Act, 1851 (14 & 
15 Vicr. c. 28)—Commos Lopeinc Houses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 
41). 

Special case stated by the chicf metropolitan magistrate on the hearing of 
an information charging the respondent with keeping an unregistered 
common lodging-house in contravention of the Common Lodging Houses 
Act, 1853. The house alleged to have been so kept was a Salvation Army 
shelter known as the “ Harbour,” Stanhope-strect, St. Clement Danes. The 

istrate dismissed the information on the authority of Booth v. Ferret 

(25 Q. B. D. 87), in which another such shelter had been held not to be a 

common lodging-house. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russert, C.J., Bienam and Darutne, JJ.), in allowing 
the a 1, said the questions which had arisen for their determination were: 
(1) Was Booth v. Ferret in principle distinguishable from this case? In 
their opinion it was not. (2) Then was Booth v. Ferret rightly decided ? 

ubted if it was, because the learned judges in that case came to the 
usion (but with hesitation) that a similar house and one similarly 
conducted to the present was not a common lodging-houvse on two grounds: 

(i.) That it was not carried on as a business for the sake of profit, but as a 

humane or charitable enterprize ; and (ii.) that it was not open to all comers 

as, it was stated, a common lodging-house was, ‘The tacts shewed that 
these Salvation Army shelters were used by the same class of persons as 
that which frequented common lodging-houses; and although the keeper 
had authority to exclude persons whom he chose to exclude, yet 


the ‘‘Harbour’’ might properly be described as ‘‘open” in the same 
sense as a common lodging-house to all comers. These shelters were 
places where persons of the poorer class were received for short periods, and 
although strangers to one another, were allowed to inhabit one common 
room, and sanitary supervision was needed quite as much as it was in the 
case of a common lodging-house carried on not for charity but for profit. 
The case would therefore be remitted to the magistrate with an intimation 
that the court was prepared to overrule Booth v. Ferret. Under the circum- 
stances there would be no costs of the appeal, and, having regard to the 
decision of Booth v. Ferret, which the respondent was justified in relying 
upon, the court thought the smallest nominal fine would meet the justice of 
the case. The court desired to express regret if the result of this decision 
were seriously to interfere with the humane work of the respondent, and 
they trusted that those who were charged with the enforcement 
of the law would do all they could consistently with their duty, and 
consistently with effecting the objects of the law, to avoid anything like 
harshness or unreasonableness in its enforcement.—OounskL, Jel/, Q.C., and 
Ryde ; Pollard and Waterlow. Soutcirors, W. A. Blaxland ; Ranger, Burton, 
Frost. 
. [Reported by Easxing Rep, Barrister-at-Law.| 


BOSTOCK v. RAMSEY URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. Lord Russell, C.J. 


Dec, 


Costs—Pusiic AuTHorITy—AcTion AcAInst—Pusiic AuTHority Succgss- 
FUL—Power To Deprive or Costs—Goop Cause—Pustic AUTHORITIES 
Proreorion Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 61), s, 1—LXY, 1. 


Further consideration before Lord Russell, C.J., in an action for malicious 
prosecution, tried by him with a jury. ‘The facts were as follow: The 
plaintiff was the principal proprictor of a travelling circus, That 


was proceeding to place his wagons and vekicles in a particular part of 
the public thoroughfare, where, in the opinion of the local authority, such 
placing would have been an interference with the right of the public in 
the using of the highway—that is, an obstruction of the highway. ‘The 
reprosentatives of the local authority appear to have acquiesced with the 
circus being held, as they had apparently done on previous occasions, in the 
same place. Afterwards, however, the local authority (the present defendants) 
preferred an indictment against the plaintiff at the assizes. The plaintiff 
himself had not been present in Ramsey at the time in question, and after 
the case had proceeded a little way, Wills, J., directed the jury that there 
was no evidence on which the plaintiff could properly be convicted of an 
obstruction, and the jury returned a verdict of not guilty. The plaintiff 
thereupon,prought the present action for malicious prosecution against the 
defendants. This action was tried before the Chief Justice and a jury, and 
the learned judge held that the plaintiff had failed to prove his case, and 
gave judgment for the defendants without costs. Tie question was afterwards 
argued as to whether the learned judge had power to deprive the successful 
defendants, being a local authority, of their costs. The Public Authorities 
Protection Act, 1893, provides: Section 1. “ Where after the commencement 
of this Act any action, prosecution, or other proceeding is commenced against 
any person for any act done in pursuance, or execution, or intended execution 
of any Act of Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, or in respect 
of any alleged neglect or default in the execution of any such act, duty, or 
authority, the following provisions shall have effect: (4) Wherever in any 
such action a judgment is obtained by the defendant, it shall carry costs to 
be taxed as between solicitor and client.” Ord. 65, r. 1 (dealing with costs) 
provides: “Subject to the provisions of the Acts and these rules, the costs 
of and incidental to all proceedings in the Supreme Court shall be 
in the discretion of the court or judge. . provided that where any 
action . . . is tried with a jury, the costs shall follow the event unless 
the judge by whom such action . . . is tried, or the court, shall for 
good cause otherwise order.” The question now was whether, notwith- 
standing the words of section 1 (4) of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 
1893, the judge at the trial had power to deprive the defendants of their 
costs. For the plaintiff, it was contended that the judge had power, under 
ord. 65, r. 1, to deprive the defendants of their costs, and that that power 
was not taken away by the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 
which merely meant to enact that in a case in which the defend- 
ants, being a local authority, succecded in the action, if they were 
entitled to costs they should get their costs as between solicitor and 
client, but that it did not mean that the defendants should in every 
case, if successful, get their costs; and that it did not take away the 
discretion of the judge, for good cause, to deprive thom of costs, and 
that in this particular case there was good cause for so depriving the 
defendants of their costs. For the defendants it was contended that the 
judge had no discretion in the matter, but that he was bound to give the 
successful defendants their costs, as provided by the Public Authorities Pro- 
tection Act, 1893, and that such costs were to be costs as between solicitor 
and clients, and the judgment of Bruce, J., in Cree v. VeStry of St. Pancras 
(1899, 1 Q. B. 693), in which he held that the effect of the Act was to take 
away the discretion under ord, 65,r. 1, was relied upon. 

Lord Russett, C.J.—The question that is raised in this case is one of 
general importance, and as to which it is desirable to have the authoritative 
opinion of the Court of Appeal, ‘There are two points which have to be 
considered, first, that in the circumstances of this case there was in fact no 
good cause to justify me in exercising the power to deprive the defendants 
of costs, if I had the power; and next, whether looking at the character of 
this action and the public authority against which it is brought, | have in 
fact any authority or discretion in the matter, ‘Therefore 1 have to deal 
with both these points, and in order to do so I will recall the circumstances 
of the trial and the manner in which the case came before me to be dealt 
with at the conclusion, of the evidence. {The learned judge then stated the 





circus visited the town of Ramsey, and the representative of the plaintiff 


’ 2 233 SRE 
errr TT Uf Fee 








same 


were 
3, and 
nmon 
in the 
rofit, 
ation 
‘cum- 
o the 
lying 
ice of 
ision 
, and 
ment 
and 
like 
and 


rton, 


retib 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. , 


(Vol. 44.] 


159 





Jan. 13, 1900, 





facts as set out above, and continued:] I gave judgment for the 

defendants, but then I came to consider the right of the defendants to 

costs—assuming that I had the power to do so—andI had to consider 

whether there was just and good cause. The counsel for the defendants 

has very properly urged the only consideration which creates any doubt 

in my mind upon that point—namely, that although the conduct of 
the defendants may have been unreasonable in the action they took 
in presenting the indictment and in not taking the simpler steps of calling 

in the police, that was not a cause which ought to operate in the 
mind of the judge within the meaning of the judge's power as to the costs 

of the action. ‘That is a consideration which has to be dealt with. It 

seoms to me that the antecedent course of conduct does probably enter into 

the consideration of the question whether there was good cause or not, and 
in this way: that if the antecedent conduct of the authorities which led in 

the first instance to the prosecution, and which brought about the apparent 
necessity of the plaintiff to endeavour to vindicate himself against the charge. 
I think that was conduct which the judge, having to dispose of the question 
of costs, might properly take into consideration. The second point is, 
assuming that there was just cause, had I authority to deal with the question ? 
We start with a rule having the force of a statutory enactment, 
which in all cases gives the court a discretion over the costs, but subject to 
the proviso as to good cause. Then comes the legislation in favour of public 
authori'ies, which dates back a considerable time, but it is sufficient to begin 
with the Public Health Act, 1848. That Act contained a provision 
which is repeated in the Act of 1875, in section 264, and in that section 
there is very emphatic language as to where the action shall be tried 
and not less emphatic language as to the defendant having his full costs of suit. 
The consideration of that section (s. 264) came before the whole court in 1858 
in the case of Southampton Bridge Co. v. Local Board of Southampton 
(8 E. & B. 801, 22 L. J. Q. B. 128), and the court came to the conclusion 
that emphatic as those words were, they had not the effect of taking away 
the discretion of the court to change the venue, where the convenience and 
needs of justice required it. That is a decision which was given forty years 
ago, and which, so far as Iam aware, has since been acted upon and has 
become an authority upon the proper judicial interpretation to be given to 
words of a cognate kind found, no doubt applied to a different subject, in the 
very same section. ‘Those words are, of course, not the words we have to 
deal with here, for the existing provision is in section 1 of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893. Do the words of this section take away 
the discretion to deprive of costs for good cause the defendant authority 
where they have succeeded? ‘The language is not more imperative, perhaps 
not so imperative, as the language in section 264 of the Act of 1875, where 
it was held that the discretion of the court was not taken away. I do not 
think it takes away the discretion. I do not think that—with one 
exception—there is anything in the cases cited to shew that there is any 
decision to the effect that the discretien is taken away. That exception is 
the decision of Bruce, J., in Cree v. Vestry of St. Pancras, who 
came to the conclusion that the discretion was taken away, and much 
against his will gave judgment, with costs, for the defendants. 
Am I bound by that decision? If it were a decision of long standing, or if 
the question had been argued before him, I might have felt myself bound by 
it, but with great deference, for many reasons, I do not feel myself bound 
by it, and, notwithstanding that case, I think the discretion still exists, and 
that in this case I have power to deprive these successful defendants of their 
costs, and, believing that there is good cause for so doing, I give judgment 
for them, but without costs.—CounseL, Blake Odgers, Q.U., and P. Rose- 
Innes; L. Walton, Q.C., and J. W. Cooper. Souicirors, Guilford E£. 
Lewis ; Stevens, Son, § Parker. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrstron Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rosert Morrat Kerr, solicitor, Halifax, Yorkshire, of the firm of 
Wavell, Kerr, & Kerr, has recently been appointed by the respective Chief 
Justices of the Colonies of Victoria, New South Wales, South Australia, 
Queensland, Western Australia, Tasmania, and New Zealand a Com- 
missioner of the Supreme Courts of those Colonies for taking oaths, 
affidavits, declarations, and affirmations, examining witnesses, and taking 
acknowledgments of deeds in England. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Messrs. Markby, Stewart, & Co. had arranged to admit Mr. Bertranp 
Srewarr as a partner from the Ist of January, 1900, but the arrangement 
has been postponed until Mr. Bertrand Stewart’s return from South Africa 
with the Imperial Yeomanry, for which he has volunteered. 


DissoLvUrIons. 


Axtuvur Reep Jackson and Witt1aM Atrrep Parnce, solicitors (Jackson 
& Prince), 64, Cannon-street, London. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Jan. 2. 


Tuomas Hotme Bower, Francis Parkes, and Hersert Bowrinc 
LawrorD, solicitors (Bower, Parkes, & Lawford), 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London. Jan. 1. The said Thomas Holme Bower and Francis Parkes 
will continue the said business under the style of Bower & Parkes. 


Cuartes Jonn Hatt and Water Joun Sacre, solicitors (Hall, Son, & 
Sacre), Manchester. Dec. 31. 


Witu1am Henry Lenpon, Epwarp Jonny Srusss Layton, and CHar.es 
Srvnzs Layron, solicitors (Layton, Sons, & Lendon), 29, Budge-row, 
London. Dec. 31. 

Atrrep James SuHEPHEARD, Beacmont SHEPHEARD, and Exnest Bran, 
solicitors (Shepheards & Bird), 23, Young-street, Kensington. Dec. 31. 

[Gazette, Jan. 5. 

Joun Eastuam, Witi1am Eastuam, and Grorce James Hote, solicitors 
(Easthams & Holme), Clitheroe. The said George James Holme retires 
trom the firm. The said John Eastham and William Eastham are con- 
tinuing the practice at No. 21, Church-street, in Clitheroe, aforesaid. 

[ Gazette, Jan. 9. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


James Brracn Suarre Wriuiams (deceased).—To solicitors and others.— 
Wanted, the Will, if any, of the late James Birch Sharpe Williams, M.A. 
(Cantab), who died at the residence of his sister, Miss B. A. B. Williams, of 
16, Brandram-road, Lee, Kent, on the lst of December, 1899. The 
deceased resided within the last few years principally at 6, Royal- 
crescent, Margate, 11, London-road, and 30, Oaten-hill, Fag and 
19, Kensington-crescent, W. Information to be sent to Pedley, May, & 
Fletcher, 23, Bush-lane, London, E.C., solicitors. 

Cuartes Garroop. —To solicitors and others.—Any person having 
Documents or Papers belonging to the estate of the late Charles 
Garrood, of Hn me is requested to communicate with Mr. Gilbert 
Williams, 300, Fulham-road, 8.W. 


GENERAL, 
Lord Justice Rigby resumed his seat in the Court of Appeal on 
| Thursday. 
Mr. Justice Buckley, the newly-appointed judge, went to Folkestone on 
Wednesday in order to be sworn in before the Lord Chancellor. 


Mr. Justice Wright, says the Westminster Gazette, having just lost his 
only child, will be compelled to absent himself from business in the High 





On Monday last, Mr. W. J. Boycott in the chair, Mr. R. C. Nesbitt 
moved :- ‘* That the Court of Appeal’s decision in Santley v. Wilde was 
wrovg.’’ Mr. G. D. Elliman opposed, and the debate was continued by 
Messrs. Kirby, Ricardo, Matthews, Tayler, and Hubbard. Mr. Nesbitt 
replied. The motion was carried by a majority of one. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst., Mr. Richard Walter Tweedie in the chair. The other 
directors present being Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), H. Morten 
Cotton, Walter Dowson, I. Rowley Parker, Richard Pennington, J.P., 
Sidney Smith, Frank W. Stone (Tunbridge Wells), Maurice A. Tweedie, 
Frederic 'T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott, secretary, A sum of £350 was 
distributed in grants of relief, and other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpenrs’ Denatinc Socrery.—Jan. 9.—Chairman, Mr. C. A. 
Anderson,—The subject for debate was: ‘That the case of Suniley v. 
Wilde (1899, 2 Ch., p. 474) was wrongly decided.”’ 


opened in the aflirmative; Mr. V’leadwell seconded in the aflirmative. Mr. 
A. W. Sells opened m the negative. The following members also spoke: 
Mr. Melliar Smith, Mr. Daniel, Mr. Walter, Mr. Blagden. The motion 
was lost by two votes. 


Court for a few days, and it is stated that a re-arrangement of circuit 

business will also be necessary. 

; _ Sir George H. Long, solicitor, of Windsor, has ‘broken his leg through 

| slipping from a chair in his study at Beaumont House, Windsor. He is 

= years of age, and up to his Mayoralty of Windsor was Town 

| Clerk. 

| Mr. Justice Buckley took his seat in the Chancery Division on 

| Thursday. There was a full bar in attendance, and a crowded court. 
His lordship intimated that he would take the list of his predecessor (Mr. 
Justice North) for the present week, pending the proper order for the 
assignment of the judge’s business. 

At the annual meeting of the United Law Clerks Society on the 6th 
inst. it was unanimously and enthusiastically resolved: ‘* That, notwith- 
standing the rules, Mr. F. R. Cripps, a member of the society who belongs 

| to the Auxiliary forces and has volunteered for service in South Africa with 
the City of London Imperial Volunteer Corps during the present war, shall, 
if necessary, receive the benefits he would take had he remamed in 
England.”’ 

| So much difficulty and unhappiness is caused, says the Deily News, by 

‘ the marriages of British subjects with those of other nationalities without 

due precautions, that the Bishop of London has appointed the Rev. T. A. 8. 


Mr. J. Eustace Jones White, Chaplain at Baden-Baden, and Mr. Montagu Barlow (Official 


Vrincipal for the Archdeaconry of London), to make an inquiry into the 
subject. Consuls, chaplains, and others are to be examined as to: (1) 
Local regulations as to marriages of Britich subjects on the Continent ; (2) 
, the laws as to mixed marriages, where one party to a marriage celebrated 
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on the Continent is a British subject; and (3) the legality of such mixed 
marriages when celebrated in Great Britain. 


The call for volunteers for South Africa has, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
been responded to in the Inns of Court with a readiness and zeal which 
would have surprised those who a few years ago watched the decadence of 
the Devil’s Own, and which must be highly gratifying to Colonel Loft- 
house and all who have worked with him to vivify the corps. Up to the 
present twenty-seven names are down for service as mounted infantry, 
eighteen as cyclists, and one signaller. Mr. Hole, of the Midland Circuit, 
the stalwart son of Dean Hole, has worked hard to get up the cyclist 
rection, and it is understood that he is to have a commission, while Mr. 
Gibbons, of the Oxford Circuit, a captain in the I.C.R.V., has thrown in 
his lot with the mounted infantry, and goes out asa private. All these 
will form part of the City of London Regiment. 


The causes set down for trial before the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division will be taken as follows: Undefended matrimonial causes on 
Thursday, Friday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, January 11, 12, 16, and 
17, and on each Monday during the sittings, after motions. Common 
jury causes on and after Thursday, January 18. Probate and undefended 
matrimonial causes for hearing before the court itself after the common 
juries are finislied. Special jury causes on and after Wednesday, 
February 21. Divisional Court, ‘Tuesdays, February 6, March 6, and 
April 3. Motions will be heard in court on Monday, January 15, 


at 11 am., and on each succeeding Monday during the 
sittings. Summonses before the judge will be heard on Saturday, 
January 13, at 10.30 a.m., and on each succeeding Saturday 


during the sittings. Summonses before the registrar will be heard 
at the Probate Registry, Somerset House, on each Tuesday and Friday 
during the sittings at 11.30a.m. AJl papers for motions on Mondays must 
be left in the Contentious Department of the Principal Probate Registry at 
Somerset House before 2 p.m. on the preceding Wednesday. Further 
arrangements will be made after the special juries are finished for the 
hearing and trial of causes during the remainder of the sittings. 


Mr. Haldane, Q C., M.P., in the inaugural address for the session of the 
Scots Law Society, at Edinburgh, on ‘‘ Tne House of Lords and the Privy 
Council as the Supreme Tribunals of the Empire,’’ suggested that the 
Judicial Committee should be strengthened by the addition of three 
representative great lawyers from different parts of the Empire, giving 
them a sufficient but moderate salary from the Imperial Exchequer 
to compensate them for their general services, and leaving it to the 
Colonies which they represented to make up the salaries to an 
amount sufficient to maintain the dignity and importance of the 
position. He would make these new Oolonial representatives life 
Peers in the House of Lords, so that they might sit there as well as at 
Downing-street, and he would thereby take the first step towards infusing 
new blood into that body, and making it a convenient chamber for 
Colonial representation. In this way there would be one great Imperial 
tribunal sitting when necessary in two divisions, and hearing the appeals 
not only of Scotland, England, and Ireland, but of India and all the 
Colonies. The Colonies would take pride in such a body, because it would 
become in part their own. The tribunal would be the better of the new 
blood, not the less because it often had to decide questions of great 
political as well as legal importance. Of these Mr. Haldane gave a 
number of examples. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPKEME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 












Aprwat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No, 2. Norrtn, STIRLING, 
Monday, Jan.............15 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
BUD © << ds-c0cted vise OF Leach Uanington Beal 
Wednesday .... At Gonifrey Lavie Pugt 
Thursday ....... 18 Leach Carrington Beal 
Friday .... 19 Godfrey Lavie Pugh 
Saturday .... 20 Leacu Carrington Beal 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Jus‘ice 
“ KEKEWwICH. ByRug. Cozens-Harpy, FAarwetu 
Monday, Jan. ............ 15 Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Pemberton Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday ...... sssceail Greswell Farmer Jackson Lavie 
Wednesday dacedea Church King Pemberton Beal 
Thursday Greswell Farmer Jackeon Pugh 
TOT sscenceee Church King Pemberton leuch 
Saturday ...... Greswell Fariner Jackson Godfrey 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1900. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appra Covrr IT. 

The General List and Appeal Motions 
irom the Chancery, and Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Divisions (Probate and { mots—apps from ords made 
Divorce), and the County Palatine and Wednesday 17 ( on appeal mots (sep list) 
Stannaries Courts, and Appeals in Bank- and Chan gen list if 
ruptcy and Lunacy. required 

| App motns ex pte—orgl Thursday .. 18 ..Chancery gen list 


Friday ..;...12...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...13 ) 
Monday......15 | Chan gen list 
Tuesday ‘16 J 
App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots—appsfromordsmade Friday ......19 . Bkey and Chan gen list 
Thurs., Jan 11/ on apreal mots (sep list), Saturday 20) 

and Chan General List if Monday ....22 ) Chan gen list 

Tequired Tuesday . 23) 





App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 
Wednesday 24{ on appeal mots (sep list). 
and Chan gen list if 
- required 
Thursday ...25...Chan gen list 
Friday ...... 26...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...%7 
Monday .. “ao Chan gen list 
Tuesday .....30. 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots —apps from ords made 
on app mots (sep list), 
and Chan gen list if 
required 
{ County Palatine apps and 
Thuts,, Feb. 1 } Chan gen list 
Friday ...... 2...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
Saturday ... 3 
Monday...... 3| Chan gen list 
Tuesday...... 6 


Wednesday 31 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 

Wednesday 7(0n appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 
required 


Thursday ... 8...Chan gen list 

Friday ...... 9.. Bkey and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...10 

Monday...... 12 Chan gen list 

Tuesday ...13 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords made 

Wednesday 14{0n appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list 
if required 

Thursday .. 15 ..Chan gen list 

Friday _.,.. 16...Bkcy and Chan gen list 


Saturday ...17 
Monday...... 19} Chan gen list 
Tuesday ...20 


App motns ex pte--orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Wednesday 21 ( made on appeal mots (sep 
list). and Chan gen list uf 
required 
Thursday ...22 ..Chan gen list 
Friday ...... 23...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...24 
Monday...... 26 } Chan gen list 
27 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Wednesday 23( made on appeal mots (sep 
nen Chan gen list if 


require 
County Palatine apps and 
Thurs ,Mar. 1{ Gpan » Rayon 
Friday ...... 2...Bkcy and Chan gen list 


Saturday ... 3) 

Monday...... 5 ; Chan gen list 

Tuesday..... 6) 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots —apps from ords 

Wednesday 7( made on amy mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 
\ required 

Thursday ... 8 .. Chan gen list 

Friday ...... 9...Bkcy and Chan gen list 

Saturday +10) 

Monday..... 12 ; Chan gen list 

Tuesday... 135 





App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from  ords 
Wednesday 14 ( made on appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 
required 
Thursday ...15.,.“han gen list 
Friday 16...Bkey and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...17 ) 
Monday......19 ; Chan gen list 
Tuesday ...2 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots— apps from ords 
Wednesday 21 ( made on appeal mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 
required 
Thursday ...22 ..Chan gen list 
Friday 23...Bkey and Uhaa gen list 
Saturday .. 24 ) 
Monday......44 » Chan gen list 
Tuesday .. 27) ' 
, App motns ex pte—orgl 
j mots — apps from ords 
Wednesday 28 ¢ made on appeal mots ‘sep 
list), and Chan gen iist if 


requ 
Thursday ,,.29.,,Chan gen list 
Friday ..80...Bkey and Chan gen list 
Saturday ...31 ) 
Mon., april 2) Chan gen list 
Tuesday 8 ) 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from or 
Wednesday 4; made on app mots (sep 
[tmt), aod chan gen list if 


a, : 4 
r : ( County Palatine apps an 
Thursday ... 5 ) Chan a list 

Friday ...... 6...Bacy and Chan gea list 
Saturday ... 7 

Monday...... 9 Chan gen list 

Tuesday...... 10 








App motos ex pte—o 
( mots —apps from ords 

Wednscay 11{ mate on app mots (sep 
list), and Chan gen list if 
. required 


N.B.—Lunacy Matters (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 


Appeat Court I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divorce, and Adniralty Division (Ad- 
miralty). 


App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots -- apps from ords 
made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if 
required 
Friday ...... 12...New trial paper 
( Apps in re Tae Workmen's 
Saturday ...13} Compensation Act aad 
( new trial paper if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 


Taurs , Jan.11 


Monday......15 { made on interlocutory mots 
(and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
5 an a 
WwW 17 
Thursday ».13 Q B final apps 
Friday ......19 


( Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...20; Compensation Actand Q R 
(final apps if sequired 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Monday...... 22< made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quire 
Tuesday ...23 
Wednesday 24 | Admiralty apps and new 
Thursday ...»5 [trial paper if requi 
Friday ... .. 
¢ Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...27 { Compensation Actand new 
trial paper if required 
App mvtas ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from ords 
Monday..... 23 { made on interlocutory mots 
aod Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
Tuesday ...30 
Wednesday 31 
Thurs,, Feb, 1 
Friday ...... 2 


Q B final apps 


( Appsin re The Workmen's 

Saturday ... 3} Compensation Actand Q B 
final apps if required 

App motas ex pte—orgl 

motes — apps from ords 

Monday...... 5 ( made onint~rlucutory mots 

and new trial paper if re- 


quired 
=. ee 8) 
ednesday 7 ae 
Thursday ... 8 \ New trial paper 
Friday ...... 9 


{ Apps iare The Workmen's 
Saturday ...10 ) Compznsation Act and new 
(triat paper if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
: mots — apps from ords 
Monday...... 12 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 
a a ge 
Wedne 14 
Thursday et Q B final apps 
Friday ...... 16 
Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...17 { Compensation Actand Q B 
final apps if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from ords 
Monday .....19 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 


quired 
Tuesday 20) 
Tee = » New trial paper 
Friday ...... 23 


( Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...24) C mpensation Act and new 
(trial paper if required 
App jotns ex pte—orgl 
mots ~ apps from ords 
Monday...... 26 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
Tuesday ...27 
Thaw Me Q B final apps 
Friday ...... 2 
Appsin re The Workmen's 
Saturday ... 3 { Gomipensaion Act and Q B 
tinal apps if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 


mots — apps fiom ords 
Monday...... 5 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 


quired 
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eee | 
Wednerday 7( wie. = 
Thursday ... 8 New trial paper 
Friday ...... 9 
Appls in re The Work- 
Saturday ...10! men’s Compensation Act 


—_ new trial paper if 

required 

App motns ex pte—orgl 

motns—apps from ords 

Monday...... 12 ( made oninterlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 


quired 
Tuesday .....13 } 
ees Q B final apps 


Friday ...... 16) 
Appsinre The Workmen's 

Saturday ...17 ) Compeasatim Actand QB 

| final apps if required 

; App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots, and apps from ords 
made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quired 

Tuesday ...20 

Wednesday 21 New trial paper 


Monday ......19 


Thursday ...22 
Friday ...... 23 
( Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...24}) Compensation Actand new 
( triat paper if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
{mots — apps from ords 
made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
se ton al 
Wednesday 28 sil 
Thursday a) Q B final apps 
Friday ......30 
: ( App: in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday ...81 ) Compensation Act and Q B 
(final apps if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mois—apps from orders 
Mon., April 2 made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 
quired 
Tuesday ... 3) 


Wednesday 3 New trial paper 


Monday... . 26 


Thursday ... 
Friday ..... 6 d 
( Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ... 7} Compensation Actand new 
l triat paper if required 
App motnms ex pte—orgl 
{ mots—apps from orders 
Monday...... 9, made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 


Tuesday ...10) 2 — 
Wednesday 11 § & B final apps 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court I. 

Mr. Justice NORTH. 


Thars., Jan.11...Mots and adj sums 

Friday ......12...Adj sums 

. Fe \ Sht caus, pets, fur cons, 
Saturday ...18 adj sums 

Monday..... 15,, Sitting in chambers 
‘Tuesday ....16 


Wednesday.17 | 

Thursday ...18 ) Acts with wits 
Friday ..... ly 

Saturday ...20 





Monday...... 22...Sitting in chambers 
‘Tuesday ...%3 

Wednesday 24 

Thursday ...26 ) Acts with wits 


Friday ...... 26 

Saturday ...27 

Monday ..-..29...8itting in chambers 

Wadnevday + j General paper 

‘Thurs. Feb. 1! Mots for Byrne, J, and 
* . 


(gen pa 
wean 2...Mots and adj sums 
{ Sht caus, pets (includin; 

Saturday ... 3{ unopposed pets for By: ne, 
(3.), tur cons, and adj suus 

Monday .... 5.. Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ... 6+ 

Wednesday 75 

Thursday ... 8 (Mots for Byrne, J, and 

* ") gen pa 

Friday ...... 9,..Mots and adj sums 

; { Sht caus, pets (including 

Saturday ...10) unopposed pets for Byrne, 
tg.), dur cons, and adj sum: 

Monday...... 12... Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...18 

Wednesday 14 } General paper 

Thursday "16S 

Friday ,, .. 16...Moteand adj sums 

. . | Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 

Saturday .. 1i Vadj sums , 

Monday...... " 


Feida y 


General paper 


Sicting in chambers 







Puessa 20) 
Wed iesday 21 ? General paper 
thursday ...%2 


kriday ...... 23.. Mots and adj sums 





-_—_ 


Saturday ...24 


Monday......26...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...27 
Wednesday 28 
Thurs., Mar. 1 
Friday ..... 2. ye and adj sums 
{ Sht caus, pets, tur cons, & 
Saturday ... 3 adj sums 
Monday...... 5. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ..... 6 
Wednesday 7 
ursday ... 8 
Friday ...... 9,..Mots and adj sums 
Saturday . 10} Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
adj sums 
Monday .... 12..,Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...13 ) 
A 


(Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
adj sums 


General paper 


General paper 


Wednesday 14 >) General paper 
Thursday ...15 
Friday ...... 16... Mots and adj sums 


Saturday .. 17 ( Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
“i {adj sums 

Monday ... 19 .. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 2) 
Wednesday 21 
Thursday ...22 
Friday ...... 23...Mots and adj sums 

( Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ....24 } adj sums pe 
Monday...... 26...Sitting in chambers 
o 27 
Wednesday 23| General paper 
Thursday ...2) 
Friday ... . 3) . Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...31 { Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 


: j sums 

Mon., April 2 Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ..... 3 

Wednesday 4 > General paper 


General paper 


Thursday ... 5 
Friday ...... wey and adj sums 

, \ Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ... 7 ) adj sums . 
Monday ..... 9... Sitting in cham bers 
Tuesday ...10 ..General paper 


Wednesday 11.,.Mots and gen pa 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is te be put in the paper. 


If witness actions can be taken on any 
days other than those appoiuted, due 
notice will be given. 


Lorp CHancetLor’s Court. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 


Thurs., Jan.11 ..Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

Friday ......12...General paper P 

. \ Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 

Saturday ...13 igen pa I J . 

Monday ....15 Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday 16 

Wednesday 17 ) General paper 

Mhursday ...18 

Friday ...... 19...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

Saturday ...203 Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 
. gen pa 

Monday..... 22...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday 23 

Wednesday 21 ( Witness actions 

Tnureday "2259 

Friday ......23... Urgent mots and wit acts 

Saturday ...27...Witness actions 

Monday...... 29... Sitting in chambers 

‘uesday ...30 { 

Wednesday 31 | Witness actions 

Thurs., Feb. 3 ) 

Friday ...... 2...Urgent mots and wit acts 

Saturday ... 3...Witness actions 

Monday...... 6... Sitting in ete 

Tne: \ Remaining movts, adj sums, 

Tuesday ... 6 } aud gen pa 

Wednesday 7 


Thursday ... 8 { General paper 


“=a: 







Friday ...... 9...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
( Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 
Saturday ...19 ) zen pa , . 
Monday...... 12...Sitting in cham bers 
Tuesday .. 13 ’ 
Wednesday 14 } General paper 
Thursday .. 15) 
Friday .. ... 16...Mots,adj sums, and gea pr 
4 Sht t 1j : 
$ Ste . ) Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
Saturday ...17 { and gen pa ; 


Monday......19...Sitting m chambers 

‘huesday 20 

Weduerday 21 > General paper 

Thursday .. 2” 

Friday ... . 23. Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

o, / Sat caus, pets, adj sums, 

Saturday ...24 } and gen pa 

Monday...... 26... Sitting in chambers 

Puesday ....4 i 

Wednesday zs | General paper 

Churs.,Mar. 1 

Friday ...... 2 Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
(Sht caus, pets, adj sums 

Saturday ... 3 Vand gen pa 


Monday... .. 6. Sitting in cham bers 





Tuesday ... 6) 

Wednesday 7 | General paper 

Thursday ... 8} 

Friday ...... 9 Meta, adj sums, and gen pa 
( Sht caus, pets, j sums, 

Saturday ...10) on4 on Rs J 

Monday ..... 12...Sitting in chambers 

‘Tuesday ...... 18 

Wy atasinvet 14 > General paper 

Thursday ...15 

Friday ......16 .. Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

Saturday ...17 { Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 

oe votes 

Monday...... 19...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday +29) 

[a | 


General paper 
Thursday ...22 j 
Friday ......23 ..Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


Saturday ...24} pase — pets, adj sums, & 
Mondéay......26...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...27 ) 

, Saree 28 ; General paper 

Thursday j 





Friday .. 30. Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
" a, | Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 

turday .. 31 (and gen pa ’ 

Mon., April 2...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ... 3 

Wed. ......... 4) General paper 

Thursday ... 5 

Friday ...... 6 Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

Saturday ... 7 } a caus, pets, adj sums, & 

Monday...... 9...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...10 ..General paper 


Wed. ...... . 11 . Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
k at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the — sed judgment or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to 
put into the paper. 


N.B.—Witness Actions may be taken on 
days other than those above stated. Of 
these due notice will be given. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The following will be the Order of Busi- 
ness :— 
Monday—Unopp»sed Petitions and Cham- 


ber Summonses. 
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday—Such 


Cuancery Covar II. 
Mr. Justice BYRNE. 
Thurs., Jan.11...Mots and non wit list 


Friday’ ....12 Nom wit list 
4 caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...13 (sums, and non wit list 


Monday .....16...8itting in chambers 
Welasnay. 18} Non wit list 
Thursday ...18 i aes Be Path, J, and 
Friday ...... 19...Mots and non wit list 
— —, pets Famed 
. gq! Unopposed pets for 
Saturday ..2 )2). procedure sums, and 
non wit list 
Monday...... 22...Sitting in chambers 
‘Tuesday tt Non wit list 
o« | Mots for North, J, and 
Thursday . 25) non wit list F 
Friday ......26...Mots and non wit list 
-Sht caus, pets (including 
unopposed pets for North, 
J), procedure sums, and 
non wit list 
Monday .....23...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...30 
Wednesday 31 
Thurs., Feb, 1) Witness list 


Saturday ...27 


a} 
.. 6...8itting in chambers 


7 

.. 8) Witness list 

vine 9 

Saturday ...lu 

Monday ..... 12...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...13 

Wednesday 14 } Non wit list 

Thursday ...15 

Friday _ ...16...Mots and non wit ae 
bht caus, pets, pre ure 

Saturday ...17 { sums, and non wit list 

sents beni 19...Sitting in chambers 


esday .. 20) 
Wednesday 21 ; Non wit list 
Thursday ...22 


viday ...... 23...Mots and non wit a 
oe, ) Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...24 } sums, and non wit list 
Monday......23...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...27 
Wednesday 28 > Non wit list 
Thurs., 


ba 
Friday ...... 2 oe and non wit — 
al t eaus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 3 ? sums, and non wit list 
Monday...... 6.. Sitting in chambers 





Bu-iness as from tume to time 
in Daily Cause List. 

Friday—Motions and other Business an- 
nounced in Daily Cause List. 

N.B.—The first day of the Sittings, Thurs- 
day. Jan. 11, will also be a Motion day. 
Saturday—Such business as from time to 

time announced in Daily Cause List. 


Srpeciat Norice Resrectine PEeririons 
AND Brort Causes. 


Unopposed Petitions dealing with Funds in 
Court will, unless otherwise ordered, be 
heard on Monday before the Chamber 
Summonses. 

Other Petitions will be taken in Court on 
days from time to time appointed for the 
purpose. 

Short Causes will be rey! wm days from 
time to time appoin or the pw 
which can be ak from the pm ne 
Clerk in Court when the necessary papers 
(aneluding mioutes) are left with him. 


Cuancery Covert III. 
Mr. Jusrice COZENS-HARDY. 


Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 
from Jan. 11 to Apiil 11, both inclusive 
(except on days on which Liverpool and 
Manchester work is taken). 


Business in the Liverpool ‘“ Manchester 


District Registries will taken as 
follows :— 
Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and 


Adjourned Summonses on every other 
Saturday, commencing with Saturday, 
Jan. 20. 

Summonses in Chambers on every other 
Saturday, commencing with Saturday, 
Jan. 20. 


Mr. Jusrics FARWELL, 
Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only with be taken ia the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittin s, 
from Jan. 11 to April 11, both inctasive. 





Tuesday. 
dnesday 7 } Non wit list 
Thursday ... 8 
Friday ...... 9...Mots and non wit a 
Shc caus, , procedure 
Saturday ...10 su as, aad Ly B. list 
Monday...... 12... Sitting in chambers 
Tues ae t 
Wed ..14 } Non wit list 


Thursday ...15 a 

Friday ..... 16,..Mots and non wit ae 
(Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ...17 i sums, and nea wits List 


Monday...... 19...Sittimg in chambers 
20 


Wednesday 21 Non wit list 
ursday ...22 
7 see...23...Mots and non wit list - 
(Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...24 (sums, and non wit list 
ate... 26...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...27 
Wednesday. 25 | Non wit list 
hursday ...29 
Friday 30...Mots and non wit list . 
tht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...31 j sums, and nun wit list 
Mon., Aprii 2...Sitting in chambers 


uesday .., 3 ( “29 
Wednesday. 4 | Non wit list 
Thursday ... 5) 
Friday ...... 6..iets and non wit list 

‘ ~ (Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 7 { sums, and von wit list 
Monday .., ¥...8:tting in chambers 
‘Tuesday 10... Non witness list 
Wedai sday.11,..Mots and non wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. 


N.B.—The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T'wo Copies of Minutes 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 
Certificate, which must be left in Cowt 
with the Judge's Clerk one clear day 
beivre the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


-- 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1900. 
AppraL Court I.—Norices. 


Queen’s Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken in Court I. on 
Thursday, Jan 11, and afterwards on every Monday in Hilary Sittings. 

Queen’s Bench Final Appeals and New Trial Motions will be taken in 
Court I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New Trial Motions will 
be taken in Court I. on Friday, Jan 12, and following day in that 
week (if required). Final Appeals in the second week. 

On Mondays Final Appeals or New Trial Motions will be taken if there 
are not enough Interlocutory Appeals for a day’s Paper. 

Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on the days 
specially appointed by the Court, notice of which will appear in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. : ‘ 

Appeals in Re The Workmen’s Compensation Act will be taken in 
Court I. on every Saturday during the Sittings. 

AppEat Court II.—Noriczs. 

N.B.—Interlocutory Appeals from the Chancery and Probate and 
Divorce Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Thursday, Jan, 11, and 
afterwards on every Wednesday in the Sittings, and Bankruptcy Appeals 
will be taken on Friday, Jan 12, and following Fridays. 

N.B.—Subject to Chancery Interlocutory Appeals on Wednesdays, 
Chancery Final Appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further 
notice. 

N.B.—When the Interlocutory Appeals are not enough for a day’s 
Paper, Chancery Final Appeals will be added on Interlocutory days. 

N.B.—Probate and Divorce Final Appeals will be taken in the Chancery 
Appeal List as reached. 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if any) will 
be taken in Court II. on Thursday, Feb 1, Thursday, March 1, and 


Thursday, April 5. 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


(General List.) 
1899. 


Alcock v Dottridge appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Oct 28, 1898 (security ordered) Jan 19 
In re Bill Goodricke v Bill appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated Jan 13, 1899 Feb 3 
Foxwell v Van Grutten appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Grantham 
(action tried at Bodmin), dated Feb 3, 1899 (s 0 seven days after appl 
disposed of in House of Lords) Feb 28 
Haslemere Co 1d v Browne (Browne, garnishee) appl of Judgt Creditors 
from order of Mr Justice Wills (tried at Lewes), dated Feb 25, 1899 
(s o until after trial of action) March 2 
In re Moore Bros & Co ld and Oo’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 appl of A 
Watson & ors from orders of Mr Justice Romer (sitting, &c) and Mr 
Justice Wright, dated Jan 11, 1897, Aug °11, 1897, and Nov 10, 1897 
(entered by special leave) March 2 
Gravelet v Gravelet appl of defts A J B Gravelet and anr from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 2, 1898 March 7 
In re J Powell’s Trusts and Trustee Act, 1893 appl of J Powell from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 10, 1899 March 15 
In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 1, 1899 order not perfected (to come on with 
any appl which may be brought against any order made on fur con) 
March 17 
Jones v Barnett appl of deft S Barnett from order of Mr Justice Romer, 
dated Feb 25, 1899 March 25 
In re Stratford Malcolm v Stratford appl of deft C V W Stratford & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated Aug 8, 1898 
In re The Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 & In re The General Railway Syndicate 
ld appl of W Whiteley from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 
15, 1899 (to come on immediately after No 43) March 30 
In re Piesse Smith v. Piesse app of deft G C N Piesse from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 4, 1899 April 12 
Bennett v Collins appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
a LY 1898, and cross-notice of deft A G Ditton, dated Oct 28, 1899 
ay 12 
Procter v Hurst appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
March 8, 1899 May 20 
Wallace v Evershed appl of defts W J Evershed & ors from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated April 27, 1899 May 25 
Sladen vSame appl of defts W J Evershed & ors from order Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated April 27, 1899 May 25 
Inre Wilkins Wilkins vy Mew appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 9, 1899 May 26 
Allen v The Gold Reefs of West Africa 1d Gold Reefs, &c. 1d v Allen 
“ppl = deft co from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 10, 1899 
ay 30 
In re Wrexham, Mold & Connah’s Quay Ry Co & Ry Co’s Acts, 1867 appl 
- J Fraser & ors from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated May 16, 1399 
ay 31 
Hughes v McLean appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 23, 1899 June 1 
Tn re F D Alloway (one, &c) appl of F D Alloway from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated March 28, 1899 June 2 


Attorney-Gen v Brighton & Hove Co-operative Supply Assoc appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 14, 1899 Te 5 

Godfrey v Gosling appl of defts Mary Coles & ors from order of Mr Jus- 
tice North, dated April 18, 1899 June 5 

Same v Same appl of defts Ellen Masterman & ors from order of Mr Jus- 
tice North, dated April 18, 1899 June 5 

In re Powell, Bishop v Davis appl of deft E. Davis from order of Mr 
Justice Bryne, dated March 3, 1899 June 7 

Hope v Walter appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
March 17, 189 June 13 

In re Glubb, Bamfield v Rogers appl of Cornwall Royal Infirmary and 
ors from order of Mr Justice North, dated March 5, 1899 June 14 

J & W Nicholson 1d v Keene, Keene v J & W Nicholson & Co ld appl of 
G H Keene from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated March 3, 
1899 (security ordered) June 14 

Birch v Mc Farlane appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated March 8, 1899 June 14 

In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re the Hille India Rubber Co ld 
appl of G L Hille, creditors. &c from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
July 7, 1899 Junel5 

In re Byrne Wood v Byrne appl of pltff C Wood from order of Mr 
Justice Stirling, dated April 20, 1899 June 17 

In re Carlisle Lafone v Carlisle appl of deft F J Carlisle from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 27,1899 June 19 

In re Burlinson Hammond v Rogerson appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice North, dated March 17, 1899 (appellant dead) June 19 

Neale v Neale appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated May 
13, 1899 June 19 

In re Mills’ Settlement Im re Rogers Rogers v Rogers appl of deft 
L Rogers from order of Mr Justice North, dated May 18, 1899 June 24 

Borrill v Borrill appl of defts A B Borrill & anr from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 22, 1899 July 5 

Vestry of St. Mary, Islington v Hornsey Urban District Council appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 9, 1899 (order 
not produced) July 7 

In re Sir Spencer Mayon Wilson Wilson v Mayon Wilson appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 22,1889 July 8 

Coke v Robertson and four other actions appl of defts W Gay and ors 
from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 6, 1899, and contention of 
deftsS F White Kanr July 8 

In re Turner In re Mills Barklay v Barklay appl of pltffsfrom order of 
Mr Justice North, dated June 26, 1899 July 12 

South African Breweries ld v King appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 27, 1899 July 14 

A B Dick & Co v Ellam’s Duplicator Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated June 15, 1899 July 17 

In re the Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re the General Ry Syndicate ld 
appl of the General Ry Syndicate ld from order of Mr Justice Wright, 

dated July 12,1899 July 17 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 

Rowlands (applt) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 
of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 (security ordered) 
March 3 

Gugenheimer v The North-Western Hematite Steel Co ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 1, 1899, at trial without 
a jury, Middlesex March 8 

Robertson v Mayor, &c, of Bristol appl of pltff from judgt of MrjJustice 
Grantham, dated Feb 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, Bristol March 8 

The Queen v The Justices of Lancashire Crown side appl of The Justices 
from judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 11, 1899 
March 16 

McNeil v Dinkelspiel appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated March 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Girdwood & anr v Same appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated March 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Winterschladen v Bargate appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, York March 23 

Marshall v Irving, Harrison & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
a dated March 17, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 

arch 23 

John Barker & Cold vCaird appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 15, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 24 _ 

Nash & anr v De Freville appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice, dated March 13, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
March 24 

London & Northern SS Cold v Hosken & Cold appl of pltffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex March 29 

Colbeck v New Zealand Gold & Finance Co, 1d & ors appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated March 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, 


Middlesex April 5 
Bessell v Field & anr appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
without a jury, Middlesex April 6 


dated March 27, 1899, at 
Dobell & Co v Green & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
, Middlesex April 6 


Bigham, dated Jan 23, 1899, at trial without a j e 
Ellis v Rowbotham appl of deft from judgt of Justice Kennedy, 
dated March 25, 1899, at trial without a ign: Middlesex April 8 





Earl v Leach a pl of deft from judgt of ustice Wills, dated Jan 14, 
1899, at trial wi out a jury, esex April 10 
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Smith v Butler appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated 
March 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 10 
Newton v The Vestry of St Matthew, Bethnal Green appl of p't from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated March 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex April 13 
Lewis v Beynon appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
March 23, 1899, at trial with common jury, Cardiff April 13 
The Guardians of the Poor of Bramley Union vy The Guarantee Soc appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated March 16, 1899, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex April 15 
Freeman & Son v Hensler appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated April 11, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 18 
kichardeon v Stormont, Todd & Co appl of dftsfrom judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated April 12, 1899, at trial withouta jury, Middlesex April 19 
Kemp v Armstrong appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 27, 1899, at trial withont a jury, Leeds April 22 
Padan v Secretary of State for India in Council appl of pltff in person 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Feb 2, 1899, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex April 24 
Sykes v The Urban Sanitary Council for the Urban District of Sowerby 
Crown Side appl of plitff from judgt of Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated April 13, 1899 April 25 
Chapman v Downing appl of defts W M Richardson and ors from judgt 
of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 27, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex April 26 
Vasmer & Co v T M Duche & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated April 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
April 28 
Burrell v Rooke appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
April 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 28 
Burge v Ashley & Smith ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
— dated April 15, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
ay 
Power Die Printing Syndicate ld v Johnston appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bruce, dated May 3, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex, 
and cross-notice of deft, dated June 21, 1899 (security ordered) May 8 
The Brenda Steamship Cold vT & H Green app! of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middle- 
sex May 10 
The Birmingham Breweries v Thompson appl of Birmingham Breweries 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 21, 1899 May 11 
Thompson v The Birmingham Breweries appl of Birmingham Breweries 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 21, 1899 Mav 11 
Martin & anr v Otto appl of pl'ffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
May 6, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 13 
Blessley v John appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
May 6, 1899, at trial without a jury, Cardiff May 16 
Baylis v Royal Inrce Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated May 8, 1899, at trial withcut a jury, Middlesex May 19 
The Maskely ne British Typewriter 1d v Duncan appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bruce, dated May 15, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 
May 19 
Birmingham Breweries 1d v Wright & Parr appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 21, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex May 24 
Cooper & Co v Baedeker appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated May 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 26 
Doulton v The New Brighton Tower, &c, Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
aa Bigham, dated May 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, Liverpool 
ay 
Devonshire v London & India Docks Joint Committee appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated May 16, 1899, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex May 27 
Bowen v Duc d’Urleans appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, 
dated May 6, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 29 
Forrester v Bakman appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated 
May 19, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex June 1 
Brown, Janson & Co v Vibart appl of pltff» from judgt of Mr Justice 
— dated May 19, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
une 
Lockett & Co v The Lagunas Nitrate Cold & ors appl of The Lagunas 
Nitrate Co from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 29, 1899, at 
trial without a jury, Middlesex June 21 
Williams v The London & North Western Ry Co Crown side appl of 
= a judgt of Justices Day & Lawrance, dated June 9, 1899 
une 23 
Cogswell v Barnes appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
June 17, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex June 24 
Driver v London & North Western Ry Co Crown side appl of pltff 
from judgt of Justices Day & Lawrance, dated June 10, 1899 June 26 
Broughton-Rouse v Thomson appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated June 7, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex June 29 
Fracis, Times & Co v Carr appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated June 19, 1899, at trial with special jury, Middle-ex 
June 29 
In re Wyatt Digby, a solicitor (Singer’s application) appl of the solicitor 
from judgt ot Justices Grantham & Bruce, dated June 16, 1899 July 3 
= _ (Witt’s application) appl of the solicitor from same judgt 


y 
London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry Co v Great Eastern Ry Co (Railway & 
Canal Commission) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
Bir F Peel, & Viscount Cobham, dated June 28, 1899 July 5 


(To be continued.) 


CHANCERY 


Before Mr. Justice Noxrn. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Bawtree v Great North West 
Central Ry Co 
(stand over until after trial of 
Canadian act) 

Stobart v Lumb act 

Saccharin Corpn ld v Bratby & 
Hinchliffe 1d act 

Merchant Venturers of Bristol v 
Stothert act (first day of Wit- 
ness Actions) 

Peter v Plymouth Breweries 1d act 

Grosvenor Mansions Cold v Cooper- 
Coles act (security ordered) 

Lambe v Lambe act 

Delap v Stevens act 

Gordon v Moore act 

West v Diprose act 

Peacock v Dunlop act & mj j 

Cowley & Drake v Ind, Coope, & 
Cold act 

Coalbank v Lloyd act & mf j 

Lloyd v Hayward act 

London, Tilbury, & Southend Ry 


be delivered) 

Kimber v Stratful act 

Morris v Elles act & mf j 

T'reharris Brewery Co ld v Croswell’s 
srewery Co ld act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Dovaldson v Weinbaum act 

Smith v Kerr act 

In re Hyndman 
Crawford act 

Gardner v Hodgson’s Kingston 
Brewery Cold act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Parker v Marsden act 

Wocd v Friswell act 

I’ A Jackson & Sonlidv Byrne act 

Woolston v Ross’ act without 
pleadings 

Foakes v Miller act 

Hall v Hammond act 

Seabrooke v Grays Chalk ‘Quarrics 
Cold act 

Dillwyn v_ Capital 
Banking Cold act 

In re Harding Harding v Harding 
act 


McDonnell v 


& Counties 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses) 

Mandlestam v Brigman act & mfj 
pt hd 

Bayley & Co v London County 
Council act 

Kirkwood v Roe mfj_ short 


Adjourned Summonees. 

In re Paulden Athill vy Hutchinson 

In re Lampen Lampen v Sells 

In re Giles Stevens v Gostage 

In re Williams Macpherson v 
Williams 

In re The Vane Tempest’s Estates 
& Settled Lard Act, 1882 

In re The New Zealand Land Arsoc, 
1d & Trustee Act, 1893 

In re Palmer Palmer v Rose Innes 

In re Fox & Rotherham & V & P 
Act, 1874 

In re Martin Martin v Martin 

Attwood v Garing 

Inre Perry Newman v Shepard 

{ure Simmons Francis vy Willmot 

| Juve J Mercer Halder v Abbott 

| In re M Mercer Halder v Abbott 

| In re Ackroyd Crabtree v Field- 

| house 

| In re Durham Miners’ Association 

Watson v Cann 





Further Considerations. 


In re Bartlett Bartlett v Ayles fur | 


con & adjd sumns 


actt & m f j | 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


DIVISION. 


Hirary Srrries, 1900. 
Chancery Canses for 'I'rial or Hearing. 
(Set down to December 23, 1899, inclusive.) 


In re Perkins Holmes v Perk'ns 
fur con 

In re Crofts Crofts v Burton fur 
eon 

In re Soper Costobadie v Soper 
fur con 

In re Hole Davies v Witts fur con 

Wemyss v Knollys fur con 


| Speak v Speak fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Srrruine. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 


| Bayley v Lambert act 
| Furber v Mexican Finance Corpn 


ld act 


| Hayden v Ward act &mfj 


Co v Bethell act (pleadings to | 


J & W Nicholson 1d v Buchanan 
act 

Attorney-Gen v Guardians of Poor 
of Bedwellty Union act 

Taylor &Son v Fell act 

Jacoby Down act 

Maller v Nicolls act (to come into 
Litt after British West Charter- 
land 1d v Nicolls) 


| Bullard v Bullard & Sons act (pltff 


dead) 
Bullard v Bullard act (pltff dead) 
Alianza Cold v Lembcke act & 3rd 
party notice of Nitrate Ry Cold 
for trial and 3rd party notice &c 
(stayed until after commission) 
Westinghouse v Beckwith act 


| Frost v Pyne act (transferred from 


Q B. Division) 

Carpenter vArgyle act (pltff dead) 

Davies v Jones act (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

Jones v Davies act (pleadings to 
be delivered—transferred from 
Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy) 

Smith v Baxter act 


| Bullock v Bullock act 


The Hyde Imperial Rubber Co ld v 
Amalgamated Pneumatic Tyre Co 
ld act 


| Marshall v Mason act & mf j 


Eicholz v Ditton act 

Thellusson v Liddiard ect 

Alexander v Mansions Proprietary 
ld act 

In re Leadbeater’s Patents, Nos 
3,891 & 3,892 of 1897 petn entered 
ia Witness List 

Evans v Groome act 

Crawley v Keeble act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Jenkins v Iunes act 

Benuett v Schotborgh act 

Reeve v Powell act 

Vinall v Burton act 

Tadcaster Brewery Co ld v Schofield 
act 

Pardoe v Pardce act 

Hett v Governors of the Bounty of 
Queen Anne act 

Welstead v Quicksilver Exploration 
Syndicate ld act 

Tom Tit Cycle Co ld v Rotheram 
act 

Skerne Stcel & Wire Co ld v John 
Cooke & Cold act 

W Watson & Co vField act 

Morales v Cowen act & mf j 

Vowles v B-istol West of England 
&c Building Soc act 

Adams v H Blacklock & Cold act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses) 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Vincent Vincent v Norfolk 
further hearing of adjd sumns 
Clark v Stokes adjd sums (restored) 

pt hd 
In re Price Tomliny Latter adjd 
sumus (restored) 
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In re Richards Williams v Richards 
adjd sumns 

The Brit! sh Motor Syndicate ld v J 
Taylor & Sons adjd sumns 

Stewart v Rhodes adjd sumns 

In re Saltmarsu Layton v Salt- 
marzh adjd sumns 


Rawlinson v Rawlinson adjd 
sumns 

In re Benson Benson v Benson 
adjd sumns 


Coles v Richards adjd sumus 

In re Pappacalo Clifford v Lon- 
don University adjd sumns 

In re Mills Longbourae v Mills 
adjd sumns (leave to apply in 
2nd week of witness actions to 
have day fixed for cross-examina- 
tiun 

In re english Industrials ld & Co’s 
Acts adjd sumns 

Cowper v Cowper adjdsumnes 

Inre Lyne Stephens Lubtock v 
Lyne Stephens adjd sumus 

In re Pickford Pickford v brown 
adjd sumns 

In re Robinson Pattison v Wil- 
kinson act 

Dyer v Collins two adjd sumns 
dated Nov 13 & 18, 1899 

Bolton v Ourree adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Evans v Griffiths 
adjd sumns 

Inre Ford Gilbert v Gilbert adjd 
sumns 

In re Nicholson Dow v Nicholson 
adjd sumns 

Morl:y & ors (trading as Melincourt 
«xc Co) v Matthews mf j 

Wallis v Ellwood m f j (short) 

In re Young Manutacturing Co ld 
Youngv Young adjdsumus 


Further Con:iderations. 

In re Kemp Welch Aldridge v 
Kemp Welch fur con & adjd 
sumns 

Austin v Bostock fur con 

Jones v Lloyd fur con 

In re Webb Norman v Norman 
fur con 

In re Goy & Cold Farmer v Goy 
& Cold fur con and adjd sumns 

In re Bland Miller v Bland further 
hearing of fur con & adjd sumns 


Inre Labron Jobnson v Johnson 
fur con 

In re Whiter Macvlis‘er v Whiter 
fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Daly v Edwards act (restored) 

T Warr & Co ld v Edwards act 
(restored) 

Goodwin v Ivory Soap Co act & 
mtn to rectify (pleadings to be 
delivered—when delivered apply 
to fix a day by order) 

Barnett v Jerome & Co act 

Metropolitan Bank of England & 
Wales ld v Griffiths act & adjd 
sumns 

Jones v Davies 
costs ordered) 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v 
Palmer Tyre ld act (not before 
Feb 27) 

Great Eastern Ry Co v Gibson act 

Lord Hastings v North Eastern Ry 
Co act 

Wells v Carter act 

Read, Hc«lliday & Sons ld v 
Worsnop & Cold act 

Harlow v de Castro act 

de Castro v Anderson Bros act 
(transferred from North, J) 8 o 
one month after No 12—heard 
by order 


act (security for 


Merchants’ Fire Office Id v 
Armstrong act 
Attorney-Gen v Birmingham, 


Tarne & Rea District Drainage 





Board act (not before Easter 
Sittings) 





Before Mr. Justice Wricut. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Motions. 

Coverack Stone & Syenitic Paving 
Co ld (for relief under Co’s Act, 
1898) 

O Comitti & Son, Wells & Lyon ld 
(for relief under Co’s Act, 1898) 


Petitions. 

Loanda Gas Co ld (petn of Newton, 
Carnegie, & Co Id) 

Messrs Thomas Kendrick 1d (petn 
of F R Becker Leacroft) 

Orford Smith ld (peta of Mellin’s 
Food Uo ld & ors) 

Same (petn of J Dickinson & Co 1d) 

White & Stacey ld (petn of Anglo- 
Saxon Condensed Milk Co) 

Co-operative Land & House Pur- 
chase Provident Soc ld (petn of 
Yates, Hayward & Oo and The 
Rotherham Foundry Oo !d) 

D.tachable Pneumatic Tyre Synii- 
cate ld (petn of Dunlop Pneumatic 
Tyre Co 1d) 

Anglo-Colonial Chemical Co ld (petn 
of A Addison) 

Hawks & Gardner ld (petn of J 
Jenkius) 

Same (petn of Snelling, Lampard, 
& Co, 1d) _ , 

Mines Contract Cold (petn of David 
Williams) 

London Building Mater’al Co ld 
i of Great West2rm Ry Co & 
ors 

Williamson & Sons ld (petn of 
Tottenham & Hampstead Junc- 
tion Ry Co) 

Strazza & Co ld (petn of Crespi & 
Co and ors) 

Phaeton Electrical Co ld (petn of A 
Vandam & Co) 

Consolidated Gen Group of 
Murchison Gol. Mines ld (petn of 
T Pocock & anr) 

Military College, Cromer, ld (petn 
of C F Garnett) 


Chancery Division. 
Eastern Rand Syndicate ld & re- 
duced (petn of company) 
Brighouse Brick, Tile & Stone Co 
ld & reduced (petn of company) 
Brewery & Commercial Investment 
Trust ld & reduced (petn of 
compan 
London a / Land Co ld & 
reduced (petn of company) 
George Mason & Uo ld & reduced 
(petn of company) 


Companies (Winding-up). 
Court Summonses. 

Atlas Contract Corpn ld (as to 
liability to repay to company) 

Bank of Syria ld (to reverse decision 
of Official Receiver rejecting proof 
—Owen & Ashworth) 

Same eS oa 

Same (same—Hargreaves 

London & Westminster Contract 
Corpn ld (for misfeasance) pt hd 

Paragon Assurance Co ld (for 
declaration as to enforcing terms 
of agreement) 

Niagara ey Gold Mines 
ae A) ld (to vary list of contribu- 


es) 
Leeds Joint-Stock Bank ld (for 
directions on appointment of 


resentatives) 
Vito ld (on receiver’s remunera- 
Motalltc Photo Printing Syndicate 


ld (for injunction restrainin 
from interference with oetneuen 





Before Mr. Justice Byrne. 
Causes for Trial ‘with witnesses). 
White v Duckworth & Co act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Saccharin Corpn ld v Anglo-Con- 
tinental Chemical Worke ld act 

Longbottom v Law act 

In re The Patents, Designs, &c Acts 
In re Wright. Crossley & Co & 
The Royal “Baking Powder Co of 
New York adj sumns to come on 
as witness act 

Crebbin v Bartlett act 

Spiller v Hoare act 

Hogg v Wontner act 

Hawker & Mitchell v The Stourfield 
Park Hotel Cold act 

—-? v Pacific Contract Co ld 


WwW "Marshall & Coldv AH Bull ld 


act 
Lichtenstadter v Anderson act 
Anderson v Lichtenstadter act 
(s o until return of Commission) 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Paukhurst Holland v Lanser 
adjd sumns 

In re Protheroe & Johns’ Contract 
adjd sumns and petn “In re 
Protheroe’’ by order 

In re Duke of Norfolk Duke of 
Norfolk v Lord Herries adjd 
sumns 

Inre Taomas Weatherall v Thomas 


adjd sumns 

Hetley v Webber adjd sumns 
pt hd 

Beard v Pritchard act without 
pleadings 

In re Anderson Brown v Anderson 
adjd sumns 

In re bs aaa Settlement adjd 
sum 

In re ‘iis Ellis v Ellis adjd 
sumn 

In re Gosling Gosling v Smith 
adjd sumns 

In re Burstall Burstall v Robinson 


adjd sumns 





Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Inman v Hobbs’ Manufacturing Co 
act 

Warren v The Invicta Patent Brick 
Manufacturing Cold act 

Matthews v Wilmer act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v 
Jewel Pneumatic Tyre Cold act 

Lord Monson v Inglis act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

— v Rw Lage fl Co act -“ 

own by order (pleadings to 

delivered) 

Parham v Gingell, Son & Cruick- 
shank act 








A W Gamage ld v or yf act 
for trial set down B order 
(pleadings to be delive 

Law v Spiers & Pond ld * for 


Same v Same act (transferred from 
Q B Division) 

Tullis v Macintosh, Meikle, & Co ld 
act for trial 

Bateman v Cooper act for trial 

Duke of Devonshire v Urban District 
Council of Buxton act (not 
before March 21) 

Keevil v Blackstaffe act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Hartlepool Gas, &c, Co v North 
Eastern Ry Co act for trial 

Kerr v Hoegger ld v Cox & Sons 
act for trial 

ap on v i Ottoman Ry Co act 
or tri 





Before Mr. Justice Fanwe. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Hewitt v Nurse & Co act 
Heatly v Spiers & Pond 1d _ act 
Magnus v The Plumbers’ Co act 
Mutoscope & Biograph Syndicate ld 
v British Steropticon Biograph Co 
Id act 
Foakes v Jackson act (to be 
pent till 74 reached—not 
fore Feb 1) 


| Walker v Shaw, Saville & Albion 


Cold act 
Jennings Bros ld v Warwick act 
In re Willis Shawv a act 


| Moore v Ackerman act 
| Kensington Freehold Land Trust ld 


v Bescoby act 
Reed v Bright’s Stores 1d act 
(pieadivgs to be delivered) 
Taylor v Mayor, &c of Newport act 
Maynards ld v Maynard act 
In re Ashwell Ashwell v Walker 
act 
Bauer v Silicate Paint Co (J B Orr 


& Cold) act 
Wright v Prall act (s o 14 days 
after affidavit filed) 


Carter v Hoff act 

Barton v Stretton act 

Hunter v Holloway act 

Attorney-Gen v Chelmsford Rural 
District Council act (not before 
Feb 14) 

Rucker v London Electric ay 
Corpnld act (Jan 15, by o 

Davis v Green act (not wok 
second week in Sittings) 

Myott v Pointon act 

Elliott v Financial & General 
Syndicate ld act 

Linfoot v Pearce act 

Bird v Philpott act 

In reMouat Kingston Cotton Mill 
Co v Mouat act 

Brown v Sanderson act 


(Zo be continued.) 








THE PROPERTY 


MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Jan. 18 —Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caanrievp, at the Mart, at 2:— 


REVERSIONS : 


To One-half of One-fifth of a Trust Estate, value £20,770 (see particulars), Also 
the Interest in Possession of about £63 per annum. 
To = of Residuary Estate, value £3,260; gentleman aged 51 and lady 


aged 5 
To Fecchold Property in Norfolk, value £700; aody ean oe, provided gentleman 
35 survives her: x -- policy. Bolicitor, J ames Terrell, Esq , Londoa. 


To One sixth of a 
£5,256 per annum ; ladies aged 58 


London. 
To One-seventh of One-ninth of 
71, F mn Snes 
lermaur, Giark, & 


at survives him; with 


and Leasehold Pro jucing 
Sade Solicitor, E. M. Let be 
tleman aged 


Freeholds, value £45,000 ; 
policy. re, Messrs. 


Ind 
tay | LIFE INTEREST ra. T of gentlem an wt 6, producing £216 per 
tors, Mi & 


POLICI 


For £5,000. 
For £1,900. Solicitor, Arthur 
SHARES in various C. ee 


ke, 
icitors, 


Co., London. 


cies: 
For £2,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Whitehead, Marshall, & Co, London. 


.. London, 
essrs. Ward, Perks, & McKay, London. 


(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs, OC, C. 
Camden-square, £750; I 


& T. Moons sold at the Auction Mart, on Thursday last :—Residence in 
‘Leasehold House in Grafton-street, Mile One-fourth 


Mile End, £300 ; 
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Share in two Copyholds in Whitecha: prod £820 per annum, £1,460; Leasehold 
House in Cadogan-terrace, Lore ney rg = Shops in Howard’s-road, Leyton- 
stone, £625; nine Houses in Maverton-road, Old Ford, £1,840, and five in Clay Hall-road, 
£580 ; two Freeholds in Tenter-street South, £1,115. The total was £6,995, 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loatep 1x CHANCERY. 

Great Griwspy Saatt DamacE anv Cotiision Civs, Liurrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Thomas Dunlin, Fish Docks, Grimsby. tes & Mountain, 
Great Grimsby, solors for liquidator 

Hauirax Woon Comsixc Co, Limrrev—Creditors are required, on or before Thursday, 
Feb 1, to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Duff and John Edwin Whitham, Barum House, Halifax. Longbotham & 

Halifax, solors for liquidators 

InrzRNATIONAL Nicket Corporation Lamrep (1x_Liquipation)—Creditors are requi 
on or before May 15, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their 
debts or claims, to John William Woodthorpe, Leadenhall bldgs, Leadenhall st. 
Williams & Neville, Winchester House, so ors to liquidator 

Invicta Parent Brick Manvracturtse_ Co, Limirep (1x LigurpatTioy) — Creditors 
are required, op or before Feb 1, to send in their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander Monk Stanton, 12, Idol lane. Travers & 
Co, 4, Throgmorton avenue, solors 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Co-oreraTIvE Lanp anv Hovse Purcuase Provivent Society, Litep, 14 & 15, Coleman 
8 ani 








London Gazette.—TvuEspay, Jan. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1s CHANCERY- 

Fur Co, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or befcre Feb 15, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Shuttleworth, 
4, Clarence st, Albert sq, Manchester. Boote & Co, Manchester, solors to the liquidator 

Micuart Hutcuinson & Co, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 6, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis 
John Hill, at the offices of Banks & Co, 26, North John st, Liverpool 

Suckxiine Dry Crusuine (Parent) Syspicate, Limirep—Creditors are uired, on or 
before Feb 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Claude Meller, c.o. Warner & Co. 10, Finsbury circus 

Venture Miyine Syxpicate, Lourep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Wolstan Trubshawe, 123, Cannon st 

Warmixster New Suirt Dressine Co, Limiren—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 3, 
es hog — on Jan 17. A so nang & Co, 55, Lincoln’s wr fields, for Ponting, 

‘arm , olor for es otice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan ie nf 

Wesrravias Jarran Forests, Limirep (orntGinat ComPANy INCORPORATED IN 1898) (iN 
Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 27, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Matthew Thomas 
Wigham, 34 and 36, Gresham st. Warner & Co, Finsbury circus, solors for liquidator 

Wooppyrne Ayrsnize Devetoruext Co, LimitEp—Creditors are required, on or before 

ril 30, to send in their names ad and the particulars of their debts and 

—- Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin’s lane. Hall, Broad st House, solor 

ZepriL, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 10, to send their names and 

and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Martello Gray, 

pee chmbrs, Market st, Bradford. Wright & Co, Bradford, solors for 
quidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Deat Unitep Friexpiy Associatioy, Alma Tavern, West st, Deal, Kent. Dec 27 
Goop SHeruErp’s Lopcz, Graxp Unitep Orper or OpprELLows, Queen’s Arms, North 
int , > Bocrery, Bu 

NpuUsTRIous Beauty or WALEs IENDLY CIETY, ffett Arms, Norton Bri 

Bglwysilan, Treforest, 8.0., Glamorgan. Janl . 
Loyat Freepom Lopce, Ixperenpent OrpeR or OppreLiows, MANCHESTER Unity, 

Swan Inn, Church st, Haslingden, Lancs. Dec 27 

SuspenpDeD ror Turee Monrus. 


Buaexctypach Ruoxppa Cotrizry Bexerir Society, Court Hotel, Pandy, Rhondda 
Vi ,» Glamorgan. Nov 29 
Dorcuester Friexpiy Society, George Inn, Dorchester, Oxford. Dec 19 








For Troat Irritation anp Covcn ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homceo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 


Wakrnine To inTznpinc Houses Purncuasgers anv Lesszxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
ed, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 

pe sega 4 Co, (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. ee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.””—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Trespay, Dec, 26. 


Parker, Ropert Wit11AmM Hanoip, Toxteth Villa, Syston, Leics, Gent Feb7 Y 
Parker, North, J Blackwell, Leicester ™ ; ; —* 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Dec. 26. 


Banrizip, yp Porchester terr, Hyde Park Feb1 Barfield & Child, Plowden bldgs, 

Bret, Atyrep Ricuaxzp, South Kensington Jan 31 A H Smith, Cheltenham 

Biatuwayt, Groros Wittiam, Gloucester, JP & DB Feb15 Wilson & Norman, 
t st, Bt James’ 

Beapsury, Amy, Denton, Lancs Jan31 Earle & Co, Manchester 


Browe., Wiit1am Favixxon, Tunbridge Wells Feb1 Wilde & Co, College hill 





Browne, Joux, Camberwell, Post Office Official Jan 20 Hall, Cork 


Cuannpss, Sommen, Linton, Derby, Boot Dealer Jan 25 J & WJ Drewry, Burton on 


Curxtoy, Exizaneru PecHam, Stroud, Glos Jan 15 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 

Cunirre, Mary, Oxford Feb12 Hollands & Co, Mincing In 

Day, Jonx, Maida Vale Feb1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 

Exery, Tuomas, Rolleston, Stafford, Farmer Jan25 J & WJ Drewry, Burton on Trent 

Evance, WasHincton Joun Sipney, Salisbury, Wilts Jan31 Becher, Bedford row 

Gov.p, Susan, Formby, nr Liverpool Jan13 Nield, Liverpool 

Gurney, Frep, Brixton Jan31 Nash & Co, Queen st 

Heaven, Grorce, Bristol Jan23 Hunt & Castle, Bristol 

mivenen, Deomas Homes, Charlestown, Baildon, York, Gardener Jan 31 Gaunt & Co, 
‘or 


Kaye, Josepn, Hillsborough, nr Sheffield Feb14 Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

Lucas, THomas, Southport Jan 81 Cook, Southport 

Mrirriy, AnDREW, Sheffield, Butcher Feb12 Irons, Sheffield 

Moxy, Waiter McLacutay, Cape Coast Castle, West Africa, MA, BCL, Barrister 

Jan 21 —- te st 

Moorez, Bexsamin Tueopniivs, Bexley, Kent, Civil Engineer Jan 31 Stones & Co, 
usbury circus 

Moors, Saran, Bath Feb14 Titley, Bath 

Owen, Cuar_zs, Abergavenny, Mon, Accountant Feb1 Davis, Abergavenny 

Parker, Epwarp CuHAartes, Hackney, Builder Jan 22 Aldous, Coleman st 

Primer, Gzorce Bansury, Muswell Hill Feb1 Taylor & Co, Strand 

Sours, Henry, Southwick, nr Brighton Jan 25 Martin & Co, Guildhall 

Sreap, James, Bolton, Printer Jan4 Finney, Bolton 

——- Grorcre Heyry, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Feb10 Acton & Marriott, 

eee Rev Frepenick Forsyru, Gloucester ter, Hyde Park Feb 22 Burgoynes & 
rea 


tbach, Oxford st , 
Tyson, Grorcr James, Snainton, York, Innkeeper March1 Ridge, Malton 


Wivpz, Hanyan, Southport Feb8 Threlfall, Southport 
Witsoy, Water, Sheffield, Pork Butcher Feb12 Irons, Sheffield 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 29. 


Asn, Wittr4m Cuartes Asn Hanrcoop, Bathampton, Torquay Feb 5 Gunner & 
Renny, Bishop’s Waltham ; es 

Barrerspy, Joun, Westhoughton, Lancs, Water Works Superintendent Feb1 Fielding 
& Fernihough, Bolton eae 

Bixker, CHARLES Hay Tratsz, Edgbaston Jan 31 Rowlands & Co, Birmingham 


Bixys, Witt1am, Manningham, Bradford, Master Dyer Jan 30 Moore & Son, Bradford 
Boycere, ALExis, Angers, France Jan28 Fowler & Co, Clement’s ln 
JoneEs, Sar anm, Shop Dyserth, Flint, General Shopkeeper Jan 31 Gold & Co, 


Jonzs, _. Great Crosby, Lancs Feb1 Pennington & Higson, Liverpool 

JorpDAN, James, Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturer Feb 28 Mills & Co, Huddersfield 

Koprr, Emir, Conduit st, Bond st Jan 31 Jeboult, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Mac eop, Donan, Merthyr Tydfil, Draper Feb 1 Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 

Morris, Rev Cuarves, Oxford Jan 29 Morris, Seymour st 

NEwBALL, Tuomas Ayke, Nottiogham Feb1 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

Siocon, Pos Townxprow, Whittington, Derby, Farmer Jan 31 Jones & Middleton, 
e 


TreMPLEMAN, JANE Lexson, Nottingham Feb1 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 

London Gazette.—TvuEspay, Jan. 2, 
Boorn, Witi1am, Leamington Feb1 Overell & Son, Leamington 
Brown, Wituram, Eltham, Kent April1 Wood, Blackheath 
CavstToy, James, Clapton Jan 31 Sharman & Co, Pitville, Lea Bridge rd, Clapton 
Cuariwoop, Saran Exizanetn Catuerixe, Putney Feb1 Hilder, Jermyn st 
Cooper, Cuartes Tuomas, Russel pl, Old Kentrd Feb1 Smith & Hudson, Mincing In 
Dautgy, Cuarves Vincent Parnick Bene, Enfield Feb10 Bell & Co, Gt Trinity In 
East, Hannan, Kingston upon Thames Jan6 Carn, Kingston on Thames 
Eve.ine, Marruew Goprrez, Margate, Draper Feb1 Boys, Margate 
Goprrey, Cuarves, Shirley, nr Birmingham Feb15 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
Grecory, Joun Lewis, Kingston upon Hull, Boxmaker Jan 30 Barker, Gt Grimsby 
Jongs, Epwarp, Shop Dyserth, Flint, General Shopkeeper Jan31 Gold & Co, Denbigh 
Kiva, feeemeoe Henry WA 11s, Pont st, Chelsea Jan 27 Frame & Son, Dane’s inn, 


Kixapox, Francis, Teignmouth, Ironmonger Jan 3y Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 
Kitcuey, Mania, Wortley, Leeds Feb 7 Nelson & Co, Leeds 

Lirttewoop, Exizasets, Dewsbury Feb3 Ridgway & Ridgway, Dewsbury 

Lyons, Mrs Anya Mania, Brighton Feb12 Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 

Minxcuiy, Louisa Sanan, Ryde, I of W Feb5 Turner & Co, Leadenhall st 

Morcay, Rev Evay, Chelvey, Somerset Jan31 Perham & Son, Bristol 

Noxay, CaTuentxe Resecoa, Hampsteadrd Jan27 Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook 
Pauey, Sornra, Kensington gins Feb 3 Marson & Co, Southwark Bridge rd 

Parry, Epwry, Birmingham Feb15 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 

Pratt, Eprrn Anng, Lincoln Feb 15 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 

Rozerts, SAmveL, Wrexham, Greengrocer Jan 22 Allington & Co, Wrexham 

Rosser, ExvtzasetTu, Aberdare Feb 28 Thomas, Aberdare . 

Rosser, Jenkin, Aberdare, Colliery Overman Feb 28 Thomas, Aberdare 

Sarcent, Jouns, Wood Green, Customs House Officer Feb 15 Cooke, Coleman st 
Storer, Henry, Desford, Leicester, Framework Knitter Feb 5 Burgess & Dexter, 
Tss209-Onneet®, Joun Tatsor Daryury, Ardfert, Kerry March 31 Hores & Co, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Tayior, ALrnEp Avovstvs, Watling st, Surgeon Jan 31 Butcher, Wood st, Cheapside 


Tensyson, Horatio, Oxford Jan 27 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

Trourson, Jane, Ellington, Northumberland Jan 22 Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 

ULLaTHorye, Frank, Bradford, Plumber Feb1 Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford 

Waker, Cuanies Ciement, Gas Plant Manufacturer, Donnington, nr Newport, Salo; 
Feb 15 Johnsons & Co ham “ ee ee 


HAITE, Hexsert Arsen, Manchester Jani13 Boyer & Co, Manchester 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Tvrspay, Jan. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 
DarpysHire, Freperick, Liverpool, Hide Broker Liver- 

pool kec Ord Sept 4 Disch Dec 16 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ayprews, IsaBeLia, and Ernram Horewktt ANDREWS, 
Sudbury, “+ ag Coachbuilders Colchester Pet Jan 
1 Ord Jan 
Baxter, ALY am Tuomas, Loma Essex, Auctioneer 
elmsford Pet Jani Ord Jan 
a <¥T Franz, Golden In High Court Pet Dec5 
Ord 


BravLey, Warwick, & Co, Mitre ct, Fleet st, Solicitors 
h Court Pet Oct 24° Ord Dee 30 
Butuep, Joun Lez, Witheridge, am, Dog Breeder 
Barnstaple Pet Jani Ord Jan1 
Bux, P Couison, — st, + ea Promoter High 
Co Pet April17 Ord Dec 18 
Gus, J ata he Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton Pet 


an 1 
By Davin, seenaeem, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 
Jan3 Ord Jan3 
Davies, Dineap JouN, rot Flints, Schoolmaster Bangor 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 


Epwarps, James, Brockley, Provision Merchant Green- 
wich Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 

Forp, a a, Brighton, Dairyman Brighton 
Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan3 

Gutett, Kare, and Epirn Gittert, Guat, rn 8 
Outtitters Gloucester Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Gover, Ricnarp Sypney, Chancery In High Court Pet 


Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Harotp, Freperick Ciarkson, Bowes Park, Clerk 
Engineering 


Edmonton Pet Oct14 Ord Dec 30 

Hetssy, THomas Francis, Manchester, 
Draughtsman Manchester Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 18 

Hevystock, Groner, jun, Dunkirk, oem, Grocer 
Nottingham Pet Jan1 Ord Jan 

Hiwtasy, Henry, Wakefield Wakefield Pet Dec 13 
Ord Jan 2 

Jackson, RicHarp Joun, Torquay, Butcher Exeter Pet 
Jan1 Ord Jan1 

Jennincs, Horace Hegpert Tuomas, Greenwich, Cycle 
Agent Greenwich Pet Jani Ord Jan1l 

Jones, WittiAM,y Hatherleigh, Deyon, Farmer Plymouth 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Juckes, CHARLES, Trench Lock, Salop, Grocer Madeley 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Kimsxe, Witi1am, Wolverhampton, Corn Factor Wolver- 
hampton Pet Jani Ord Janl 

Morcan, Josern, College hill, Valuer High Court Pet 
Novis Ord Jan 3 

Patmer, Francis Epwarp, Halifax, Boot Dealer Halifax 
Pet Jan8 Ord Jan3 

Prick, Roger, Rhyl, Flint, Ironmonger Bangor Pet Jan 


2 Ord Jan 2 

Prrvoyx, G H, South Lambeth rd, Oilman High Court 
Pet DecS Ord Jan 3 

a Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet Jan 2 


Sommers, Wiii1aM Det, Kensal Rise, Book-keeper High 
Court PetJan3 Ord Jan3 

Srerapiinc, James, Burley in Wharfedale, York, Joiner 
Le Pet Jani Ord Jani 

Tatuam, Francois WALKINGHAME, Bishop’s Tawton, Devon, 
Farmer Barnstaple Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 

Tuomas, James Rice, +; cme Builder Pembroke Dock 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 

Ty 8 , Harry, Boudec, Hants, Cycle Agent Portsmouth 


+ Jan 2 Ord Ji an 2 
Leicester, Farmer 


Wats, Lewis Anruvr, Birstall, 
Leicester Pet Jani Ord Jani 
Wakes, a Wituiay, Nottingham Nottingham Pet 


Jan 1 
Waukes, Wan Water, Otley, York, Slater Leeds Pet Jan 3 


Wanyen, Wicsaes Gesnen, Penarth, Glam, Baker Cardiff 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 

Warkix, Josern Cobridge, Staffs, Brick Manu- 
facturer Hanley Pet Augi Ord Dec 29 

Witxes, Freperick Grorce, West Bromwich, Builder 
West Bromwich Pet Dec18 Ord Jan2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Brapitry, Warwick & Co, Mitre ct, Fleet st, Solicitors 
Jan 15 at12 Bankruptsy bldgs, Carey st 

Buny, P Sovtem, oe Lombard st, Company Promoter Jan 
15 at 2.30 — 5 ~ y bldgs, Carey st 

Byrrs, Henry, and Hesry Davenrort Byers, New- 
castle on Tyne, Brush Manufacturers Jan 165 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Coorer, ALBERT Henry, Christchurch, “= 
Labourer Jan 12 at 1 Of Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Cooxs, Jonny Epwix, Bromyard, Hereford, “tenmonge 
Jan 18ati1 45, Copenhagen st, er nanan 

CrowrneR, Jor Witiiam, Leeds, Draper Ten 12 at 11 
Off Park row, Leeds 

Drepar, Sisera, Gurnard, I of = Contractor Jan 13 at 3 

ff Rec, 19, Quay st, ‘ewpo' of W 

Drewery, Grorce DALEs, econ "s Assistant 
Jan 19at 11.45 Law Courts, New rd, Peterboroug: h 

Dvesnery, Joun, Goole, Yorks, Stonemason Jan 12 Dat l 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

FREEGARD, ‘Jamxs, Wroughton, Wilts, Farmer Jan 12 at 
11 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Giover, Ricnanp SypNey, Chancery In Jan 15 at 12 
Bankruptcy bld oS 

Hitiasy, Heyry. efleld Jan 12at3 Off Rec, 6, Bond 
ter, efield 


Horkixs, Josern, and Atrrep Suira, Enderby, Leicesters 
Boot Manufacturers Jan 12at 13 Off Bee, 1, Berridge 








Hovsr, Cuantes Henry, Bournemouth, Boot Maker Jan 
12 at 12.30 — Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Derby, ae 


Hower, Apam, j Buxton, Carrier 
Jan 12 at 045” Off Ree, Ree, County, chmbrs, Market pl, 
‘port 
Jackson, RicHarD her nt Bg Din Butcher Jan 25 at 10.45 
Off Ree, 13, Bedf 
Jongs, JouN, enemy Cattle Dealer Jan 13 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen 7 Carmarthen 
Krixpiey, Jouy Roerr, Carlisle, Builder Jan 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Moortey, Henry Puews, Bolsover, pute, Miner Jan12 
at12 Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 
Morcan, Ronert Cxzcrt, Leeds, Commission ‘Lous Jan 12 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Newine, Grorce Stepney, Dover, Whitesmith Jan 25 at 
.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterb 
Owens, Witt1am Huan and Hues Owen Jovzs, Tired, 
Builders Jan 16 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, L 


pool 

Pratt, Revsen Tuomas, Hinckley, Leicester, Plumber 
Jan12at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Reprvr, Francis ApeL Ormwonp, Croydon, 

an 12at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bri 

ny Saran, Swansea, Draper an 12at 11 ptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Sarnssury, Youna, Cheltenham, Sg oer of Police 
Jan 13 at4 County court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Suetpon, Harry Witiiam Grant, Gap, Carpenter Jan 
12at11 Bankruptcy bid, i 0 

SrrapiiG, James, Burley in rf 4 Souk, Joiner Jan 
16 at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Toms, HALoup Woopman, De Vere gdns, ‘Kensington Jan 
17 at 2.30 Lag an bldgs, Carey st 

TURNBULL, ams Tailor Jani13at12 Grosvenor 
Hotel, Stamongate, Kendal 

Ty —. Harry, Southsea, Hants, Cycle Agent Jan 12 at 

Off Ree, Cambridge juaction, ha? Portsmouth 

teat, Lewis Artuvr, Birstall jicester, Farmer 
Jan13at1130 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Watproyx, Rosert Wittiam, Queen Victo ria st, Surveyor 
Jan 17 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wa tes, C, Walthamstow, Builder Jani5at2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wess, Frepericx Topras, Leeds Jan 16at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Wueerer, Witiiam, Brixton, Builder Jan 18 at 12 





Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Anprews, IsaneLia, and Bruna Horswei LL ANDREWS, 
Sudbury, Suffolk, C Pet Jani 
Ord Jan 1 


Berxarp, Brrnarp, ee ine Ps Strand, Journalist 
High Court Pet Oct 23 Ord Jan 3 

BuackwE.t, VIVIAN, Park. ln, in Dealer High Court 
Pet Nov18 Ord Jan1 

Buiumenstern, Joun WILiiaM py Bayer st, Golden ln 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord J 

Brown, Davin, King’s rd, St ant Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Sept 27 Ord Jani 

Butiep, Joun Les, Witheridge, Devon, Dog Breeder 

ee ae oat Ord ‘g etpees 
KE, JOHN Epwiy, “we a i) mmonger 
Worcester Pet Dec 12 Jan — 

ae Aberavon, Glam, ee Neath Pet Jan 
8 


an 3 
Epwanrps, a Brockley, Provision Merchant Green- 
wich Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Fox, Jas, ania Journalist Swansea Pet Nov 27 


Garpeyer, Corry Mackenziz, Great eee st, Hay- 
market High Court Pet Nov14 Ord J 
Gitterr, Kate, and Eprru Giivert, Sheanitien cease 
—- ‘Spinsters Gloucester Pet Jan 2 Ord 
‘an 2 
Girriss, Tuomas, West Bam, Salop, Malster Wrexham 
Pet Dec ll Ord Dec 2 
Guover, Ricwarp oe Chancery lane High Court 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan3 
Hensrockx, Grorce, jun, Dunkirk, putingham, Grocer 
gg Pet Jani Ord Jan 
Jac iy 1CHARD — Torquay, Butcher Exeter Pet 
Jani Ord Janl 
Jexnincs, Horace Hersert THomas, Greenwich, Cycle 
t Greenwich Pet Jan1 Jan 
Joxes, WitiiaAmM, Hatherleigh, Devon, Farmer Plymouth 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 
Kisser, WILLIAM, wa, Corn Factor Wolver- 
hampton Pet Jani Ord 
Mou.etr, James Hewry, ar Enfield, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Nov20 Ord Jan 
Owens, Wituiam Hven, and Hven Own Joys, Liver- 
Liv 1 Pet Dec6 Ord J: 
Pacmer, Francis Epw a Halifax, Boot Dealer Halifax 
4 ty ee M Hi Reading ding 
PARKER, AGNES Y any Home, Rea 
Pet Dec2i Ord Jani 
Porter, Grorcr, Old Bailey, Teens Victualler High 
Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Jan 3 
si oe, ae Flints, Ironmunger Bangor Pet 
an 2 
Pryxx, Witiiam, Harringay, Tailor Edmonton Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Jan 2 
a ~ an, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet Jan 2 
Sarrn, } al | Leeds, Wine Seller Leeds Pet 
Nov 13 Dee 30 
Sommers, WiitiAm Deus, Kensal Rise, Book-keeper High 
Court PetJan38 Ord Jan 3 
Srrapuine, James, Barley in rnmiatale, York, Joiner 
- Leeds Pet = wan be aly Dock, 
nomAS, JAMES Rice, Pembroke Builder Pembroke 
sad Dock. Pet Jan 3 ote C cage 
LER, Harry, Southsea, Han’ 'y t Portsmouth 
mt! ht a 
‘Ain, Lewis Arruvn, Farmer Leicester Pet 
Jan1 Ord Jan 1 





Waker, Harry + 5 Nottingham Nottingham 
Pet Jan 1 Ord Jan 
baie - > + ye Ouey, York, Slater Leeds Pet Jan 3 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 9. 
Pet 
BEDELLS, —- Henry, Nottingha, Coal Agent Not- 
et Jan5 Ord Jan5b 
Betts, ARCHIBALD SamvEL, Worthing Brigh’ Ny Pet Jan 
Wolverhampton 
Dissuz, Rosert, Seaeel, 
Jan6 Ord Jan 
GasTRELL, ad RicnarD Horatio,  Bisdlip, G ‘loucester, 
Timber Merchant Cheltenham 


Wherever, Wiiu1am Hersert, Brixton, Builder High 
Court Pet March8 Ord Dec 30 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beastey, CuHar.es Ropert, 8t ee gmt Herts, Stockbroker 
High Court Dec 29 
etJan6é Ord J 
ne Watrrr, Central Markets, Butcher High Court 
BenweEty, WatTer Apert, Stoke moviagie. | Provision 
rchant Edmonton Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 
5 Ord Jan 5 
Binp, James, Priestfiel gone Wiegnn, Japanner 
Cc and J. ~~ yin l ford, Mon: tal 
ARD, WILLIAM, Ames Carp, umen 
Masons “Edmonton Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 5 
Farmer Wells Pet 
Doveta yom +H, st Helen’s pl, Com; Promoter 
“High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Jana. 
Jan 5 Ord Jan 5 
Hart a hee yy Hackney, Licensed Victeslion High Court 


Ord Jan 5 
mane ~g and Exocn Raysovtp, Bloxwich, 
Staffs, Builders Walsall Pet Dec19 Ord Jan5 
oes, eS Doncaster, Butcher Sheffield Pet Jan 5 
an 


Hoentiey, Hersert WATER, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 


Jan3 Ord Jan3 
ay wim ey A, Maldon, Essex Chelmsford Pet 


ILLINGWORTH, teh Azert, Shipley, baa Builders’ 
Merchant Bradford PetJan5 Ord Jan5 
JESSEL, - ees Hove, Sussex ton PetDec5 Ord 


Jan 
J ~~ Hany, Whitwick, Builder Burton on Trent Pet 


an4 
Joyxes, Tuomas, “Hinckley, Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Pet Jan5 Ord J 
Joxzes, WorpsworTe Brean, pom, Lines Peter- 
borough PetJan5 Ord Jan5 
Kay eg eo York, Fruit Dealer Dewsbury Pet 


Jan6 Ord Jan6 
Le TZKER, HABRIs, 4 Tailor Leeds Pet Jan 4 Ord 


Jan4 
Mc Gave aaa. S Gzorce, Brighton High Court Pet Dec 5 
M by Auexaxpes, an, ee, & Boarding house Keeper 
“ Hastings e § an 


Masters, ss PRs, Gt - Gt Grimsby Pet 
Jan6 Ord Jan5 

Mippietoy, Jane Evizasetn, and Davip Mipp.eroy, 

elf, nr Halifax, Stone Merchants Halifax Pet 

Jan5 Ord Jan5 

Oa.essy, Maneauee Isapetta, Maddox st High Court 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

Regs, Sen, Cardiff, Provision Merchant Cardiff Pet 
Dec 22 Ord Jan 


8 
Deoueey, 22 Jouyx, 8t George, Bristol Bristol Pet Dec 5 


Rippte, ese DeExxINea, oa Down, nr Bath, 
Baker , on P oan Ord J: 
Row nae, SS Sn gy tame iaoaens High Court 


Spr bc E, ne oh. ha Lombard st, Insurance Broker 
High Court Pet Nov25 Ord Jan 4 

Sranrer, Frank ee Cadogan gdns High Court 
Pet ~ -* Ord Ji 

Bangs, * ra, Clydach, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 

3 

eae by aw, Neath, Glam, Builder Neath PetJan5 

Tuwaite, Daniet, Crosthwaite, Cumberland Cocker- 
mouth Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 

Trica, WiLu1AM, Maidenhead, Farmer Brighton Pet Dec 
6 Ord Jan4 

Van Wyk, WitLem Prerer, Hampstead, Coc 
turer Court Pet Dec13 Ord Jan4 

WALMSLEY, ancis, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet 
Jan5 Ord Jan 5 


Warsrick, Rosert, St Anne’s on the Sea, Plumber 
Preston Pet Jan6é Ord Jan 6 
Warkiss, bet Hereford, Publican Leominster Pet 
5 an 6 


Jan6 

Waitt, Jouy, Umbrella Manufacturer Stock- 
toron Tees "PetJan's Ord Jan 4 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 2: 

Bartow, Jouy Grorar, Stone, Staffs, Painter Stafford 

Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 29 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 

James, Frepenick Henry Prucurp, Old Kent rd, Publican 

High Court Rec Ord Nov 3, 1899 Resc Jan 2, 1900 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


—-~ Lie, gt Pan Horeweit AnpREws, 

ury, Jan 24at11.30 Cups 

Hotel, Colchester 

Buumensteix, Joun Writiam Franz, Bayer st, Golden In 
Jan 16 at 12 


Bowss, Joun, Guisborough Jan 17 at3 Off Reo, 8, Albert 
Devon, Breeder Jan 
16at12 King’s Arms “Hy 
Ciay, ALBERT, Sowerby Ye Jan 23 at 
ll Off Townhall 


CoE, Wa Horace, Df Builder Jan i6 at 
12 Ont Heo, 00, Temple chusben Teale oe 


Butiep, Joun Lex, 
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Dawe, CJ, Battersea, Provision Dealer Jan 16 at 11 30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Dawes, Wict1am, Wednesbury, Carpenter Jan 18 at 11 
Off Rec, Wa’ 

Doveras-Wi.iay. J H, St Helen’s p', Ccmpany Promoter 
Jani7 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey > 

Epwarps, James, Brockley, Provision Merchant Jan 18 
at 11.80 24, Railway app, London Biid.e 

Evans, Wi..14m, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Colliery Overman 
Jan 16at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tsdfil 

Forp, Gzorce Horace, Brighton, Dairyman Jan 1S at 
10.30 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Grirritns, or Brierley Hill, staffs Jan 18 at 11.30 
Off , 

Hart, Freperick Wittiam. and Freperick WALKER 
Warrs, Newport, Mon, Wh-lwrights Jaa 17 at 11 
Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Haart, Cuarues Epwix, Ciayton, Manchester, Wholerale 
Confectioner Jan 17 at 230 O%f Ree Bs10m st, Man- 
chet ter : 

Hazt, D, West Hackney, Licens-d Victualler Jan 17 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st ; ; 
Hasxixs, Georcz Fexry, Whitebsil Bristol, Builder 

Jan 17 at (2.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hewstocx, Grorcr, jun, Dunkirk, Nottingham. Grocer 
Jan 16 at11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl Park st, No:tiogham 

House, Wituram Brewer, Prestatvn. Fiint«, Licensed 
Victualler Jani1sat12 Crypt chmbrs, Eas'gate row, 
Chester 


Jexxixes, Horace Hersert Tuowas, Greenwich Market, | 


ler Agent Jan 17 at 11.3) 24, Reilway app, London 

ridge 

pee... aR Trench Lock, Salcp, Grocer Jan 3iat 12 
County Court Offic-, Made’ey 

Kissre, Wituam, Wolverhampton, Corn Factor Jan 17 at 
10 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

mc ~~ Hanrais, Leeds, Tailor Jan 17 at 12 Off Rec, 22, 
Par! r 


row, 

McCarrey. Georce, Brighton Jan 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Mownatarpixo, Josep, College hill, Valuer Jan 16 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ociespy, Marcaret Isanetta, Maddox st Jan 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidys, Carey st 

Parker, Acres Amy Mary Hotme, Reading Jan 8 at 12 
Queen’s Hotel Reading 

Parker, Cuares, Knowle, Warwick. Cattle Dealer Jan 17 

174, Corporation st, Birmiogham 

Pixper, Rosert Watwis, Liehfi-ld «ye’e Dea'er Jan 18 

at 0.30 Off Rec, Walsall 





Ecocixe, Heyry, Ipswich, Baker Jan 19 at2 Off Bec, 34, 
Princes st, Ipswi | 
Sommers, Witttam Det, Kensal Rise. Bookkeeper Jn 18 | 
at235 Bankruptcy bldgs, (arey st | 
Srregine, Epwin, Devizes, Wilts, Boot Maker Jan 17 at 12 | 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol | 
Sranven, AtrrED James, St Leonards, Fishmonger Jan | 
16at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Briebton 
Taruam, Fraxcis WAcKINGHAME, Bishopstawton, Devon, 
Farmer Jan16ati11 King’s Arms Hotel, Barnstaple 
Taytor, Wituiam Pivuey, bristol, Poulterer Jan17 at 
1230 Off \dwin st, Bristol | 
Vay Wvrx, Wittem Pieter, Hampstead, Cocoa Manufac- | 
turer Jani17at11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 
Watxer, Water, Otley, York, Slater Jani7at11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Lee | 
Wisz, Joun Cnaries, Nottingham, Fishmonger’s 
Assistant Janiéat12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 





ADJUDICATIUNS. 
Bariow, Joux Grorse, Stone, Stafford, Painter Stafford | 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan 5 | 


—— Arrep Tuomas, Ipswich, Auctioneer Ch-+Ime- 

f Pet Jani Ord Jan3 

Bepe.its, Fraxcis Hexsy, Nottingham, Coal Agent 
Nottingham PetJané OriJan6 

Betts, Ancnipatp Samvuet, Worthing Brighton Pet 
J.p5 Oro Jan5 

Bizp, James, Priestfield, nr Wolverhampton, Jepanner | 
Wolverhampton Pct Jan5 Ord Jan 5 | 

Crags, Joux, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer | 
Luton Pet Joni Ord Jané6 } 

Dawe. C J, Battersea, Provision Dealer Wandsworth | 
Pet Decl Ord Jan 3 

Diseie, Rorert, Banwell, Somerset, Farmer Wells 
Pet Jan‘ Ord Jan6 

Duevce, Sisrsa, Gureard, I of W, Contractor Newport 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Jané6 

Earp, Wittram Ricnanv, Wariiogton High Court Pet 
Nov3 O1d Jan4 | 

Ex.is, Eveavor Busax, Acomb, nr York York Pet Dec 1 | 
Ord Jan 5 

Foxpv, Gzorce Hoxace, Brighton, Dairyman Brighton 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan4 

Hewitt. Joux Wheatley, nr Doncaster, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Jen 5 Ord Jan5 

Hucues, Joux, Charing Cross, folicitor High Court Pet | 
Oct 20 Ord Jan 5 

Hustiey, Heesert Warren, Cardiff,Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Hort, Witiian Lovett, Kennington Park rd, Accountant 

Court Pet Mar3 Ord Jan 5 

Ituixoworts. Georce Areent, Shipley, Yorks, Builders’ 
Merchant Bradford Pet Jan5 Jan5 

Jacxsos, Antave Gronce Thomas, Leicester Boot Manu- | 
facturer Leicester Pet Dec18 Ord Jan6 | 

Jussor, Harry, Whitwick, Leicester, Builder Burton on | 
Trent Pet Jan4 Od Jané | 

Joxys, Tuomas, Hinckley, Leicester, Builder Leicester | 
Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 6 

Kay, Witstam. Ossett, York, Fruit Dealer Dewsbury | 
Pet Jan6 Ord Jané6 } 

Letzxer, Haneis, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Jan 4 Ord 
Jan4 

Mastrxs, THowas James, Great Grimsby, Grocer’s Porter 
Great Grimsby Pct Jan6 Ord Jan 6 

Mow Nor i Josvrn, College hill, Valaer High Court 





ov 18 Ord Jan 6 


' Ocuessy, Marcaret IsasELta, Maddox st High Court 


Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 : 

Parker, Cuarves, Knowle, Warwick, Cattle Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Dec29 OrdJan6é 

Persipce, Taomas Twickevham, Baker HighCourt Pet 
Dec8 OriJané6 : p 

Tuomas, Jou, Clydach Vale, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Tuomas, i fe Neath, Glam Builder Neath Pet Jan 
5 rd Jan 5 

TuwaitTe, Danizt, Crosthwaite, Cumberland Cocker- 
mouth PetJan4 OrdJan4 ‘ ‘ 

Waters, Cuantes Henry, Walthamstow, Builder High 
Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Jan5 

Wanrprick, Rosert, 8t Anne’s on the Sea, Plumber 
Preston Pet Jané6 Ord Jan6 k 

Warkis, Joszpn Meir, Cobridge, Staffs, Brick Manu- 
facturer Hanley Pet Aug1 Jan 5 : 

Warxiys. Tuomas, Richard’s Castle, Hereford, Publican 
Leominster Pet Jané6 OrdJen6 

Wuirt, Joux, Darlington, Umbrella Manufacturer Stock- 
tonon Tees Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 





Al: letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticuted 
hy the name of the writer 

Subscription, PAYABLE {N ADVANCE, which in 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Sonicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regula; ity, it is requested that 


application te made direct to the Publisher. 





| AW.—Wanted, at once, in a West End 

4 Office, a good Shorthand Clerk and Covyist who has 

had pars [omagees eapeians.~ inte fully, by letter, 

age. quulifications, salary, references, &c., Y. L 

of Willing’s, 162, Piccadiliy, W. a eee 

I AW.— Competent Shorthand and good 
4 Longhand Writer Desires Engagement; assist Con- 


| veyancing; first-class references.—W., 215, Carlton-vale, 


Kilburn. 

[| AW.— General Clerkship Required ; nine 
years’ experience in Conveyancing office, County 

Court work; Shorthand; age 24; salary £78 per annum ; 





| with view to articles —X. Y. Z, 29, Church-street, East- 


bourne. 


AW.—Clerkship Desired by a Solicitor for 
Conveyancing, Chancery, or general work; many 
years’ experience ; thoroughly competent; can act without 
eupervinion : jpotene salary.—W., 22, Stoke Newington 
ommon, N.E. 


A RTICLED CLERK.—It is desired to 
_ Article a Youth, aged 19, with Solicitor of good 
standirg and practice in Brighton.—Reply, in confidence, 





| to Dixon. Weip, & Dixons, Bolicitors, 1, Lancaster-place, 


Strand, W.C. 








T° BARRISTERS in Busy Practice.— 


Desired, Clerk-Secretaryship ; excellent original corre- 
spondent; rapid good-style heshesiiion ; aT ; 
thorough knowledge of chambers; good appearance and 
address ; reference to C. C. Judge and solicitors —QueEsrt, 
* Solicitors’ Journal,”’ 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


RE JAMES BIRCH SHARPE WILLIAM3, DECEASED. 


TY.O SOLICITORS and Others.—Wanted, 

. the Will (if any) of the late James Birch Sharpe 
Williams, M A. (Conte) who died at the residence of his 
sister, Miss B. A. B. Williams, of No, 16, Brandram-road 
| tt & Re pommeee, 1899, The deceased 
resi within the last few years princi at 6 a 
crescent, Margate; 11. I on- road, ey Oaten- ill, 
Canterbury; and 19, Kensington-crescent, W.—Jnforma- 
tion to be sent to Pepizy, May, & Fietcuer, 23, Bush- 
lane, London, E.C., Solicitors. 


FFICE OF H.M. WOODS, &c. 


SECOND-CLASS CLERKSHIP.—FORTHCOMING 
EX AMINATION. 


Candidates must have served for three years in a solici- 
tor’s office pantie 7th February. 

The date specified is the latest at which appli can 
be received. They must be made on forms to be obtained, 
with particulais, from the Secretany, Civil Service Com- 
mission, London, 8.W. 








ITY of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 

of Sheffield are to Accept Loans on Mort- 

gage or Deposit.—For terms apply, Ciry AccoUNTANT AND 
Recisrrar, Town Hall, Sheffield. 





GQOLTOFFORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others, 
—M. Davis, 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is always 
Prepared with Cash to every description of Pro- 
perty, in any state of repair or position in London, or 
within 40 miles; introductory fees if arranged in advance. 





£60 00 Wanted, at 3 per Cent., on 
s Mortgage of New Shops and Offices 
in the ceatre of Manchester, freeho!d and free from chief 
rent; principals or solicitors only —Apply, Sovicitors, 
care of B Wheeler, Advertising Agent, Manchester. 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
BS Baker-street Station —PORTRALT MODEL of SIR 
ALFRED MILNER High Commissioner of South Africa ; 
PRESIDENT KRUGER; LORD SALISBURY; the 
Right Hon, Mr. J. CHAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 
DREYFUS. ; 
Mr. J. J. DARLING, Captain of the Australian Team of 

Cricketers. 

GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX. REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY. 
VISCOUNT ae ORIGINAL PIANO 
Music, pee - Performances. Organ Recitals. 


Quartette. 
Admission, 1s.; Children under 12, 64d. Extra Rooms, 6d. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPCINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


BY 





aUTHOBITY. 





misite under the above Acts on the 
Bvery req supplied 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 

quney in the form for regi ion and 

CHEQUES, &e eh aad printed OFFICIAL 
19 ~ONgTaV rinted. 

3EALS designed and executed. No for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 








COMSBINEO-MESH GALVANISED, TREE 
WIRE | GUARDS. 


NETTING. | 
Averages 
20 
per cent. 
Cheaper than 


Ordinary 
Netting. 





j 
OW 
PRICES. 





VICTORIA WORKS, WOLVERHAMPTON. 


ANNOM STREE 














